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INTRODUCTION 

TO    THE 

SACRED    WRITINGS 

OF    THE 

NEW     COVENANT. 


CHAP.       I. 

■OF    THE    TITLE    USUALLY     GIVEN    TO    THE    WRITINGS    OF 

THE    NEW    COVENANT. 

THE  CoUeftion  of  Writings  compofed  after  the 
afcenflon  of  Chrift  and  acknowledged  by  his  foU 
lowers  to  be  divine  is  known  in  general  by  the  name  of 
xaii^n  (TiftSYixf).  This  title,  though  neither  given  by  divine 
command,  nor  applied  to  thefe  writings  by  the  apoftles, 
was  adopted  in  a  very  early  age\  though  the  precife  time 
of  its  introduQion  is  uncertain,  it  being  Juftifi^d  by  feye- 
ral  pafTages  in  fcripture^  and  warranted  by  the  authority 
of  St.  Paul  in  particular,  whp  calls  thefacred  books  be- 
fore the  time  of  Chrift  zraAaia  JiaJuxuV  Even  long  be- 
fore thut  period  either  the  whole  of  the  Old  Teftainent, 
or, the  five  books  of  Mofes  were  entitled  ^iCaiov  haitixz^l 
or  Book  of  the  Covenant*, 

As  the  word  JKninan  admits  of  a  twofold  interpretation, 
we  may  tranflate  this  title  either  The  New  Covenant  or 

« 

«  Maitth^EXvi.  ^%.    QaL  lit.  17.    |Icb.  Tiii.  a  ix.  lS«-iO. 
b  3  Cor.  iii.  14.  «  1  Mace.  i.  $7. 
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the  New  Teftament.  The  former  tranflation  muft  be 
adopted,  if  refpeS  be  had  to  the  texts  of  fcripture,  from 
which  the  name  is  borrowed,  (ince  thofe  paflages  evi- 
dently convey  the  idea  of  a  covenant  ^'j  and  befides,  a 
fieing  incapable  of  death  can  neither  have  made  ah  old, 
nor  make  a  new  teftament.  It  is  likewife  probable  that 
the  earlieft  Greek  difciples,  who  made  ufe  of  this  e^pref- 
(ion,  had  no  other  notion  in  view  than  that  of  Covenant* 
We  on  the  contrary  are  accuftomed  to  give  this  facred 
colleQion  the  name  of  Teftament ;  and  fince  it  woulcj 
be  not  only  improper,  but  even  abfurd  to  fpeak  of  the 
Teftament  of  God,  we  commonly  under ftand  the  Tef- 
tament of  Chrift,  an  es^planation  which  removes  but  half 
the  difiiculty,  (ince  the  nqw  only,  and  not  the  old  bad 
Chrift  for  its  teftator. 

The  name  of  New  Teftament  is  derived  frbm  the 
Latin  Verflpn,  in  which  jiaSuxn,  even  in  thofe  paiTages 
where  contraft  or  covenant  is  clearly  the  fubjeft  of  difr 
courfe,  is  tranflated  Teftaipentum.  But  thi§  muft  be  re- 
garded rather  as  an  harfli  Grecifm  than  as  an  error'  iii 
the  Latin  Tranflator,  who  rendering  ^  word,  that  admits; 
in  the  original  of  the  double  fenfe  of  Will  and  Contraft, 
ufed  Teltanientum  in  the  fame  extent  of  meaning,  con- 
fidering  teftor  to.  convey  the  idea  of  a  bond.  Whoever 
reads  the  ninth  Chapter  of  Genefis  in  the  vulgate  ♦,  will 
be  convinced  that  the  tranflator  underftood  by  Tefta- 
mentum  (imply  a  covenant.  £cce  ego  excito  teftamen- 
tuhi  meum  vobis,  (fays  God  to  thofe  who  w^re  faved 
f|om  the  Deluge).  Hoc  fignvim  teftamenti  mei,  quod 
ego  ponam  inter  me  et  vos  et  omnem  aniipam  vivam,  et 
crit  fi^num  teftamenti  aeterni  inter  me  et  inter  terram*. 
Et  memor  ero  teftamenti  mei  quod  eft  inter  me  et  inter 
.vos  et  omnem  animam  vivam.  This  teftamentum  which 
God  declares  he  will  remember,  is  a  covenant,  never  to 
deftroy  again  the  ejrth  by  a  general  deluge. 

The 

<k  See  my  Expofitlon  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews^. 
•  The  word  !fit«r  from  its  reciprocal  fenft  cvUtsn^y  ihewt  that  t€ftft« 
i^entum  here  (ignifies  a  corem^Dt. 
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.  The  facred  writers  themfelves  have  no  general  name 
for  the  whole  colle£lion%  which  neither  was  nor  could 
be  made  as  long  as  the  Apoftles  lived,  it  being  uncertain 
^vhat  produflions  might  ftill  proceed  from  their  hands ; 
and  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John  was  undoubtedly  written  at 
a  very  late  period,  and  ftill  later,  as  many  fuppofe,  the 
book  of  revelation.  The  Apoftles  feldom  quote  either 
from  their  own  writings,  or  from  ihofeof  the  other  Apof- 
tles, fince  they  were  at  that  time  too  recent  to  be  gene- 
rally known  in  all  the  churches  :  but  in  thofe  cafes  in 
which  quotations  are  ufcd  they  exprefs  themfelves,  "  I 
wrote  to  you  in  an  Qpiftle^,"  or  "  As  our  beloved  brother 
Paul  alfo  according  to  the  wifdom  given  unto  him  bath 
written  unto  you*,"  &c.  In  thefe  and  fimilar  inftances 
they  refer  only  to  fuch  epiftles  as  had  been  written  to  the 
fame  community  to  which  they  were  writing  themfelves*: 
to  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  alone  are  fuch  references  to  be 
found,  and,  what  is  a  lingular  circumftance,  to  thofe  rules 
which  are  loft  \ 

The  expreflion  likewife  vat^a  yf«?»»j  which  is  ufed  by 
St.  Paul  in  his  fecond  epiftle  to  Timothy**,  can  hardly 
fignify  his  own  writings  and  thofe  of  the  other  Apoftles, 
fince  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  whole  paffage  it  con- 
veys  the  fame  meaning  with  $tg»  yf9tfAfAarx  ufed  in  the 
preceding  fentence,  fcriptures  which  Timothy  had  learnt 
from  a  child,  and  which  could  mean  therefore  the  writ- 
ings of  the  Old  Teftamenc  alone,  not  thofe  of  the  Apof^ 
ties  and  Evangelifts  *. 

The  above  remarks,  though  unimportant  in  them 
felves,  afford  however  an  opportunity  of  making  a  gene- 
ral obfervation  which  we  fliall  find  of  confiderable  weight 
in  thefequel, '  That  the  Apoftles  who  fo  frequently  quote 
the  writings  of  the  Old  Tcftament  rarely  quote  thofe  of 
the  new.  They  were  at  that  time  too  recent,  and  too  little 
known  to  the  Chriftians  in  general  to  form  a  fij'bjeft  oT 
quotation,  fince  otherwife  St/  Paul  would  hardly  have 
omitted,  in  writing  his  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  to 
quote  in  the  fifteenth  chapter  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew, 

whofc  ' 

f  1  Cor.  T.  9.  12  Pet  ill.  15.  >  Ch»  i»L  16, 

A  Z 
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vhofe  writings  bore  teftimony  to  the  refurreftion  of 
Chrift'.  We  have  the  fame  reafon  to  believe  that  the 
epiftks  of  St,  Paul  to  the  Galatians,  ThefTalonians,  and 
Corinthians  were  not  known  at  Roaie  at  the  time  when 
he  wrote  his  epiftle  to  the  Romans.  The  caufe  of  fucb 
omiflions,  which  ta^^e  place  in  every  epiftolary  corre- 
fpondcnce,  >yill  Jerye  likewife  to  explain  the  appearance  of 
fimilar  peg]e£l  in  the  epidles  of  Clemens  Romanus. 


.    C     H     A     P.       II- 

PF    THE    AUXpENTlClTY    O^    THP    NEW    TESTAMENT. 

SECT.      I. 

Importance  of  this  inquiry^  and  its  influence  on  the  queftion 
of  the  divine  origin  of  the  Cbrtfiian  religion '. 

BEFORE  we  proceed  to  examine  the  variotr^  grounds 
for  the  authenticity  of  the  New  Teftament,  it  may 
not  be  improper  to  premife  a  few  obferyations  on  the  im? 
portance  of  this  inquiry,  and  its  influence  in  determining 
the  divinity  of  the  Chriftian  religion.  And  we  fliall  find 
its  influence  to  be  fuch,  as  to  make  it  a  matter  of  furprife 
that  the  adverfaries  of  Chriftianity  have  not  conftantly 
made  thqir  firft  attacks  upon  this  quarter.  For,  if  they 
admit  thefc  writings  to  be  as  antient  as  we  pretend,  and 
ircally  cornpofcd  bytheperfonstowhomtheyarc  afcribed, 
though  we  cannot  from  thefe  premifes  alone  immediately 
concliidc  them  to  be  divinely  infpired,  yet  an  undeniable 
iconfequence  is  the  truth  aqd  diyinity  of  the  religion  ic- 
lelf  *.  The  Apoftles  allude  frequently  in  their  epiftle?  to 
the  gift  of  rniracles,  which  they  had  communicated  to 
the  Chriftian  converts  by  the  impolition  of  hands  in  con- 
firmation of  fhe  doQrine  delivered  in  their  fpeeches  and 
writings,  and  fometimei^to  ipiracles  which  they  themfelves 
had  performed  \  Now  if  thefe  epiftles  are  really  genuine, 
It  is  hardly  ppflible  to  deny  thofe  miracles  to  be  true.  The 
cafe  is  here  entirely  dilFerent  from  that  of  an  hiftorian, 

who 
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who  relates  extraordinary  events  in  the  courfe  of  his  ns^r- 
rative,  fince  either  credulity  or  an  a6lual  intention,  to  de- 
ceive may  induce  him  to  defcribe  as  true  a  feries  of  falfe- 
hoods  refpeCting  a  foreign  land,  or  diftant  period;  Even 
to  the  Evangelifts  might  an  adverfary  of  the  Chriftian  re- 
ligion make  this  objedion  :  but  to  write  to  perfons  with 
whom  we  Hand  in  the  neareft  connexion,  *  I  have  pot 
only  performed  miracles  in  your  prefence,  but  have  like- 
wife  communicated  to  you  the  fameextraordinary  endow- 
ments,' to  write  in  this  manner,  i-f  nothing  of  the  kind 
had  ever  happened,  would  require  fuch  an  incredible 
degree  of  effrontery,  that  he  who  poflefled  it  would  not 
only  expofe  himfelf  to  the  utmoft  ridicule,  but  giving 
bis  adverfaries  the  faired  opportunity  to  dete£l  his  impoi- 
ture  would  ruin  the  caufe^  which  he  attempted  to  fupporc. 
St.  Paulas  firft  epiftle  to  the  Theffalonians  is  addreflTed 
lo  a  Chriftian  community,  which  he  had  lately  founded, 
and  to  which  he  had  preached  the  Gofpel  only  three 
febbath  days^  A  fudden  perfecutiojf)  obliged  him  to  quit 
this  community,  before  he  had  given  it  its  proper  degree 
of  confidence^  and,  what  is  of  confequence  in  the  prefent 
indance,  he  was  protefted  neither  by  the  power  of  the 
magidrate,  nor  the  favour  of  thp  vulgar.     A  pretended 
wonder-worker,  who  has  once  drawn  the  pppulace  to  his 
party,  may  eafily  perform  miracles,  and  fafely  proclaim 
them.     But  this  very  populace  at  the  indigation  of  the 
Jews  who  had  confiderable  influence,  excited  the  inlur- 
reftion  which  obliged  St.  Paul  to  quit  the  town\     He 
fends  therefore  to  the  Theffalonians,  who  had  received 
the  Gofpel,  but  whofe  faith  he  apprehended  might  waver 
through  perfecution,  authorities  and  proofs  of  bis  divine 
miflion*,  of  which  authorities  the  fird  and  chief  are  mi- 
racles, and  the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.    On  to  cuayyf Aio» 

n/Awy  «x  cy<v»i)9D  fie  u/iAft(  ly  Aoyw  jmovoit  aXXol  xa*  fv  ixiya^u^y  nm^ 


I  Afts  xvii.  2.  k  Aas  xviL  5—10.  »  1  TJeff.  i.  5—10. ' 

B  Atitafiic  iignifies  here  as  well  as  in  many  other  paflages  thepowet 
•f  working  miracles.    It  is  properly  a  Ghaldaifm  from  /n^n^*  whic 

fignliies  1.  power.    %,  Miracle  s.    See  my  note  to  this  pai&ge^y  and  the 
principal  text,  Mark  ri.  ^* 
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ffv  '9inMfii>^rt  Ay%^  iv  vXn^of df ift  voXXtf.  Is  it  poffible  with* 
out  forfeiting  all  pretentions  to  common  fenfe  that,  in 
writing  to  a  cofidfnunity,  which  he  had  lately  eftablifhed, 
he  could  fpeak  of  tniracles  performed,  and  gifts  of  the 
HolyGhoft  communficated,  if  no  member  of  the  fociety 
had  feen  flie  one^  or  received  the  other  ? 

He  appeals  to  the  fame  evidence  with  refpe6l  to  the 
Corinthians,  who  were  highly  difiatisfied  both  with  him, 
and  his  doflrine^  being  prejudiced  againft  him  by  his 
numerous  antagonift$,whounhtingviolence  with  authority 
tvatchedevery  opportunity  of  deleting  crrors,and  catched 
at  every  failure,  that  might  refute  and  confound  him  \ 

Kai  0  Xryo;  /»a  %m%  ro  xiifvyj»«  /kk  ast  &t  vtit^rc  V'o^iol^  Xoyoic, 
aXX*  fir  airo^c»^ti  cr»{upaT0$  xfti  Jbvat/*fC0r.  ITirfVfia  fignifies  in 
ihe  writings  of  St,  Paul  in  general  and  in  this  epiftle  in 
particular  the  extraordinary  gifts  of  the  Hoty  Ghoft,  fuch 
as  the  gift  of  languages,  and  others  which  are  defcribed 
m  the  twelfth,  thirteenth,  and  fourteenth  chapters. 

To  thejewifh  converts  likewife,  who  were  in  danger  of 
becoming  apoftates  from  the  religion,  which  they  had 
adopted,  he  reprefents  the  greatnefs  of  their  crime,  if  they 
rejeded  a  religion,  to  which  God  bore  witnefs  with  figns 
and  wonders^  and  with  divers  miracles,  and  gifts  of  the 
Holy  Gho{l\  And  he  reminds  them  in  another  palTage' 
that  they  bad  tailed  of  the  heavenly  gift  (i.  e.  the  New 
Covenant)  and  were  made  partakers  of  the  Holy  Ghoft* 

In  the  fame  manner  St.  Paul  attempting  to  convince 
the  Galatians^  who  had  departed  from  the  purity  of  the 
Gofpely  that  it  was  neceflary  to  abolifh  the  Mofaic  law 
propofes  the  following  queftion*, '  Received  ye  the  Spirit 
by  the  works  of  the  law,  or  by  the  hearing  of  faith  P 
Would  an  impoftor  endowed  with  that  degree  of  judge- 
ment, which  no  one  can  deny  to  St.  Paul  who  has  read 
Mlemiveiy  his  epiftles  parttcolarly  thofe  lo  Timothy,  and 
his  various  tranfaftions  recorded  in  the  ads  of  the  apof- 
ties,  appeal  againft  the  avowed  enemies  of  the  new  re- 
ligion not  only  to  miracles  performed  by  faimfelf,  but  to 

fupernatural 

•  1  Ooc  ii.  4.  o  Heb.  ii.  1-^ 

r  Heb.  vi.  4^  5,-  q  Gal.  ill  5. 


* 
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Aipernatural  endowments  imparted  to  the  very  perfoor  to 
whom  he  wrote,  if  they  could  have  replied,  ^  We  are 
ignorant  of  thefe  endowments,  we  underftand  not  wbai  is 
meant  by  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  ?' 

The  fame  apoftle  in  his  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians' 
torreds  the  abufe  of  certain  fpiritual  gifts,  particularly 
that  of  fpeaking  divers  kinds  of  tongues,  and  prefcribes 
rules  for  the  employment  of  thefe  fupernatural  talents  t 
he  enters  into  a  particular  detail  of  them,  as  they  exifted 
in  the  Corinthian  community,  reafons  on  their  refpe£live 
worth  and  excellence,  fays  they  are  limited  in  duration^ 
liodiftinguiffiing  mark  of  divine  favouf,  nor  fo  important 
as  faith  and  virtue,  the  love  of  God,  and  charity  for  our 
neighbour.  Now  if  this  epiftle  was  really  written  by  St. 
Paul  to  the  Corinthians^  and  they  had  a£lually  received 
DO  fpiritual  gifts^  no  power  imparted  by  extraordinary 
means  of  fpeaking  foreign  languages,  the  proper  place  to 
be  adighed  him  were  not  among  impoftors,  but  among 
thofe  who  had  loft  their  underftanding.  A  juggler  may 
deceive  by  the  dexterity  of  his  hands,  and  perfuade  the 
ignorant  and  the  credulous  that  more  than  human  means 
are  requifite  for  the  performanceof  his  extraordinary  feats, 
but  be  will' hardly  perfuade  thofe,  whofe  underftandings 
remain  unimpaired,  that  he  has  likewife  communicated 
to  his  fpe&ators  the  power  of  working  miracles,  and  of 
fpeaking  languages  which  they  had  never  learnt,  were 
they  confcious  of  their  inability  to  perform  the  one,  or 
fpeak  the  other.  It  is  true  that  this  argument  would  lofe 
its  force  on  the  hypotheGs,  which  Semler  has  adopted  ivk 
his  explanation  of  this  epiftle*,  viz.  that  St.  Paul  alludes 
in  the  abovementioned  chapters  not  to  fupernatural  gifts, 
but  merely  to  certain  offices  in  the  church,  the  exercife 
of  which  required  only  natural  knowledge  and  ability  ; 
and  that  the  gift  of  tongues  refpeds  thofe  foreigners  who 
were  employed  as  minifters  in  the  Corinthian  church,  in 

^  order 

t  Cti.  xii.  xiii.  xiv* 

«  I.  S.  Semleri  paraphrafis  in  primam  Pauli  ad  Coriothios  epiftplam 
«um  notUy  ct  L^tuiai:|ioi  rraoflatiomim  excerptU.  Haiai  Magdebuffifs 
1778.  ,  ^ 
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ordftr  that  ftiVngers  who  frequented  the  city  whether 
Sjpvians,  Arabians,  or  Egyptians  might  hear  the  Gofpel 
in  their  native  language  ^  But  I  can  hardly  perfuade 
royfelF  that  an  impartial  reader,  who  attends  to  the  con- 
nexion of  thefe  feveral  chapters,  will  be  of  Semler's  opi- 
nion :  this  at  lead  is  certain,  that  no  profefTed  adverfary 
of  the  Chriftian  religion  has  ever  had  recourfe  to  this 
evafion,  notwithftanding  Theologians*  themfelves  iiave 
]j}aved  the  way  for  iimilar  explanations.  A  circumftantial 
refutation  of  this  new  and  extraordinary  hypothefis  would 
be  too  prolix  for  the  prefcnt  treatifc';  a  commentary  on 
the  epiftle  itfelf,  fhould  I  ever  write  one,  would  be  the 
proper  place  to  introduce  what  at  prefent  I  mull  confine 
to  my  public  le6lures  '*. 

To  iuppofe  that  an  impoftor  could  write  to  the  con- 
verts or  adverfaries  of  the  new  religion  not  only  thefe, 
but  even  fubfequent  epiftles  with  a  degree  of  triumph 
over  his  opponents^  and  yet  maintain  his  authority,  im- 
plies ignorance  and  ftupidity  hardly  to  be  believed,  not 
only  in  the  Hebrews  and  Galatians,  but  even  in  the  in« 
habitants  of  Thenalonica  and  Corinth,  cities  which  never 
lay  under  the  weight  of  fo  heavy  a  fufpicion.  Credulous 
as  the  ChriRian3  have  been  in  later  ages,  and  even  fo 
early  as  the  third  century,  no  lefs  fevere  were  they  in 
their  inquiries,  and  guarded  againd  deception  at  the  in* 
tToduQion  of  Chriftianity.  This  charafler  is  given  them 
even  by  Lucian"  who  vented  his  fatire  not  only  againft 
certain  Chriftians",  who  had  fupplicd  Peregrinus  with 
tiie  means  of  fubfiftence,  but  aUb  againft  heathen  oracles 
dnd  pretended  wonders.  He  relates  of  his  impoftor 
(Pfeudomantis)  that  he'  attempted  nothing  fupernaiural 
in  the  prefence  of  the  Chriftians  and  Epicureans.  This 
Pfeudomantis  exclaims  before  the  whole  aflembly, '  Away 
M'ith  the  Chriftians,  away  with  the  Epicureans,  and  let 
thofe  only  remain  who  believe  in  the  Deity"!*  (srifiu- 
•i^TK  Tw  ©i«)  upon  which  the  populace  took  up  ftones,  to 

drive 

t  See  the  Orientalifche  Bibllothek  7,  Vol.  I.  p.  99—102. 
"  De  moitc  Peregrioi,  §  lij,  13.  16.    Ed.  Rciti,  Tom.  HI.  p.  SS4— 
958.  «ll. 
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drive  away  thefufpicious",  while  the  other  philofophers 
Pythagoreans,  Platonifts,  and  Stoics,  as  credulous  friends 
'  and  proieflors  of  the  caufe>  were  permitted  to  remain''. 
This  author^  who  lived  in  the  middle  of  the  fecond  cen- 
tury, was  chiefly  acquainted  with  the  Chriftians  of  Syria, 
who  were  moftly  of  Jewilh  origin*,  and  much  lefs  en- 
lightened than  the  Chriftians  of  Greece.  If  we  afcend 
ftill  higher,  we  find  that  the  chief  reafon,  which  occa- 
fioned  the  Gofpel  of  Luke,  was  a  defire  of  coniradifting 
or  correcting  the  accounts  of  divers  miracles,  which  un- 
grounded reports  had  brought  into  general  circulation. 
Bin  fetting  thefe  circumftances  afide^  and  admitting  the 
primitive  Chriftians  to  have  been  credulous  even  in  the 
higheft  degree,  it  is  yet  impoflible  that  they  could  imagine 
them felves  endowed  with  the  power  of  fpeaking  languages 
to  which  thoy  were  utter  ftrangers :  and  fuch  epiftles  as 
they  received  from  St.  Paul  could  no  impoftor  have  writ- 
ten,  and  ftill  remain  their  apoftle. 

I  have  acknowledged  above,  that  the  arguments,  which 
have  been  here  adduced,  are  not  applicable  to  the  re- 
lation which  theEvangelifts  give  of  the  miracles  of  Chrift, 
becaufe  in  this  refpeft  they  are  merely  hiftorians.  fiut 
the  tliree  firft  Gofpels,  admitting  them  to  be  genuine, 
demonftrate,  though  on  different  principles,  yet  with  equal 
certainly  the  truth  of  the  Chriftian  religion,  becaufe  they 
contain  prophecies  which  were  afterwards  fulfilled.  Were 
they  compofed  by  the  authors  to  whom  they  are  afcribed, 
they  muft  have  been  written  before  the  commencement 
of  the  Jewifh  war  and  the  deftruflion  of  Jerufalem,  that 
of  St.  Luke  in  particular  of  which  the  AQs  of  the  Apoftles 
are  a  continuation,  a  hiftory  compiled  in  thefecond  year  '* 
of  St.  Paul's  imprifonment  at  Rome,  and  which  ceafes 
before  tbe-<:ommencement  of  the  troubles  in  Judea,  And 
yet  they  ^ontain.a  plain  and  circumftantial  account  of  this 
impending  calamity  ^,  and  determine  the  period,  when  this 

predidion 

.    V  Alexaadei-  feu  Pfeudottantit,  %  35.  38.  Tom.  II.  p.  232,  233.  244, 

X  They  abandoned  Peregrint|8  becaufe  he  had  eaten  unclean  meats.    De 
siorte  Peregriniy  §  16. 
J  Matth.  xxiv.    Mark  xiii.    Luke  xxi.  5— '36. 
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predi8ion  was  to  be  accompliflied:  of  which  inention  i$ 
likewife  made  io  the  epiftles  %  where  we  Bnd  what  ex* 
pefiations  were  raifed  upon  this  fubjed  by  the  prophecy 
of  Ch^ift'^  It  were  a  bold  affertion  that  by  accident 
dlone  was  fulfilled  a  predidion  thus  circumfiantially  de« 
livered,  and  thus  precife  in  limiting  the  period  of  its  ac- 
complilhment.  '  Verily  I  fay  unto  you  this  generation 
ihail  not  pafs,  till  all  thefe  things  be  fulfilled/  Befides^ 
the  knowledge  of  it  had  been  fo  induftrioufiy  propagated 
by  the  Apoftles  among  the  feveral  communiciesi  that  tbe 
truth  of  this  prediction  feemed  in  a  great  meafujre  to 
determine  the  truth  of  the  religion :  they  would  there^r^ 
hardly  have  ventured  to  expofe  both  themfelves  and  tho^r 
kO,  CO  fo  dangerous  a  trial,  had  no  fuch  prophecy  been 
given  by  Chrift.  Let  it  be  objected  that  human  fagacity 
were  fufficient  to  forefee  that  the  misfortune^,  which  had 
long  threatened,  mufl:  at  lad  fall  upon  the  Jews^  fince 
the  ftorm  had  been  gathering  at  a  diftanccy  before  it 
burfl  forth  with  violence :  but  precifely  to  determine  not 
only  that  feries  of  events,  recorded  by  St,  Matthew*,  Jjut 
even  the  period  of  its  accomplifhmeni  is  furely  beyo«d 
the  reach  of  human  forefight.  We  may  go  dill  further, 
and  deny  that  human  penetration  could  have  fore(§en  in 
that  age  even  tbe  event  itfelf,  of  which  Jofephus  in  his 
hiftory  of  the  Jewilh  war  affords  the  ftrongeil  proof.  For, 
although  there  exifted  fo  early,  ^s  the  year  in  which 
Cbrifi  was  crucified,  various  caufes  which  afterwards  con- 
tributed to  the  ftorm,  that  broke  over  Jerufalem,  yet 
from  thefe  caufes  neither  the  deftruftion  of  the  city,  nor 
j&ven  the  Jcwifli  war  would  have  followed,  had  not  a 
Miumber  of  unexpe&ed,  and  at  that  time  improbable 
circumftances  arilen,  of  which  no  one  by  human  means 
during  the  life  of  Chrift,  or  even  the  lives  of  St.  Peter 
and  St.  Paul  could  have  had  the  fmalleft  conception^ 
Tbe  injudice  of  the  Roman  Governors,  whichV  length 
excited  a  general  rebellion,  did  not  arife  to  fuch  a  pitch 
as  to  become  intolerable  till  long  after  the  death  of  Chrift; 
the  adminiftration  of  Pilate  compsrred  with  that  of  his 

fucceffor* 

«Heb.  X.  25.  36«->$9.    James  r.  1—9.  *  Ch.  xxiv.  6^Sh 
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fuccefTors  was  virtuous,  and  the  government  alfo  of  thefc 
when  compared  with  that  of  GeflSus  Florus  ^  the  laft  Pro- 
curator of  Judea,  whofe  cruelties  drove  the  nation  to 
defpair,  and  whopurpofely  forced  them  to  an. open  re- 
bellion, in  order  to  avoid,  what  the  Jevys  had  threatened, 
an  accufation  before  the  Roman  emperor.  This  Florus 
was  the  fucceflbr  of  Albinus,  and  Albinus  that  of  Feftus, 
under  whole  adminiftration  St.  Paul  was  fent  prifoner  to 
Rome.  No  political  wifdom  could  have  predicted  thcfe 
events  fo  early  as  the  crucifixion,  or  even  during  the  pe- 
riod in  which  were  written  the  apoftolic  epiftles.  The 
troops  iikewife  which  lay  in  garrifon  atC£farea,and  after- 
wards fanned  into  an  open  flame  the  fparks  of  rebellion^ 
which  feemed  almoft  extinguiflied,  had  been  commanded 
by  the  emperor  Claudius  to  leave  their  native  country, 
and  march  into  Pontus,  he  intending  to  fupply  their  place 
by  a  garrifon  more  attached  to  Rome.  Had  this  com- 
mand been  executed,  it  is  probable  that  no  JewiOi  war 
would  have  followed,  and  no  deftruflion  of  Jerufalera. 
But  they  fent  a  fuppliant  embafly  to  Claudius^  and  ob« 
tained  permiffion  to  remain.  Jofepbus  makes  on  this 
occafion  the  following  remark,  *  Thefe  are  the  perfons^  * 
who  occaiioned  the  dreadful  calamities  which  befel  the 
Jews,  and  laid  during  the  government  of  Florus  the 
foundation  of  thofe  troubles,  which  afterwards  broke  out 
into  an  open  war,  on  which  account  they  were  banifhed 
from  the  province  by  order  of  Vefpafian  *.  The  circum* 
ftance  which  gave  birth  to  thefe  misfortunes  is  fo  trifling 
in  itfelf,  that  independent  of  its  confequences  it  would 
hardly  deferve  to  be  recorded**.  In  the  narrow  entrance 
to  a  fynagogue  in  Caefarea  fome  perfon  had  made  an 
offering  of  birds,  merely  with  a  view  to  irritate  the  Jews. 
The  infult  excited  their  indignation,  and  occafioned  the 
jhedding  of  blood.  Without  this  trifling  accident,  which 
DO  human  wifdom  could  have  forefeen  even  the  day  be-  . 
fore  it  happened,  it  is  poQible  that  the  prophecy  of  Chrift 

would 

.  ^  Jofephus  de  Belk)  Judaico,  Lib.  II.  c.  14»  15. 
«  M<#.  AntiquiUt.  Lib.  XIX.  c.  9.  f.  2. 
'  Jofephus  de  Bello  Judalco,  Lib.  II.  c.  xiv.  f.  S. 
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would  never  have  been  fulfilled.  For  the  Jews  were  re- 
folved  at  ail  events  to  avoid  an  open  rebellion,  well 
knowing  the  greatnefs  of  their  danger,  and  fubmitted  to 
be  oppreffed  by  the  Roman  Governor,  in  the  hope  of 
layinp,  their  complaints  before  the  throne  of  the  emperor. 
But  Florus  regardlefs  of  the  fubmiffion  and  intreaties  of 
the  Jews,  and  even  of  the  interceflion  of  Berenice,  de- 
fignedly  convened  this  private  quarrel  into  public  hoftr- 
lities,  and  compelled  the  Jewifh  nation  to  rebel  againft 
i  its  will.  But,  notwithftanding  this  open  rebellion,  a  va- 
riety of  circumftances*  occurred,  which  feemed  to  render 
the  deftruftion  of  the  temple  an  event  highly  improbable; 
the  recall  of  Vefpafian  into  Italy  when  Jerufal^^m  was  in 
danger,  and  the  gentle  charafter  of  Titus  *^  who  fuc- 
ceeded  to  the  command  of  the  Roman  army  in  Judea 
gave  little  ground  to  fufpeO;  fo  dreadful  a  calamity.  It 
appears  therefore  from  this  whole  detail,  whofe  length 
the  dignity  of  the  fubje6l  will  excufe,  that  no  human 
wifdom  during  the  life  of  Chrift  could  have  forefecn  the 
deftruQion  of  the  temple,  and  therefore  that  the  wifdom 
which  uttered  the  prophecy  was  divine^ 
'  So  important  then  is  the  queftion  whether  the  books  of 
the  New  Teftament  be  genuine,  that  the  fame  arguments 
which  demonftrate  the  authenticity  of  thefe  writings', 
evince  at  the  fame  time  the  truth  of  our  religion. 

SECT. 

c  Jofephus  de  Bello  Judaico,  Lib.  \\,  c*  19.  Lib.  IV.  c.  9,  and  Abul^ 
fcda»  Defcriptio  ^gypti,  Arab,  et  Lat.  cum  notis  Michaelis,  Goetting»» 
1776.  p.  121.  , 

f  The  beft  treatiies  upon  this  fubje6^  are  Lardner^s  Credibility  of  the 
Gofpel  Hiftory,  and  Lcfs's  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion  «7.  The 
fbrmer  of  thefe  works,  which  has  been  cenfured  for  its  prolixity,  con- 
tains a  very  large  collection  of  teftimonies  from  the  Fathers  and  other 
antient  writers,  and  is  highly  valuable  to  thofe  who  would  examine  the 
,  whole  feries  of  evidence  for  the  authenticity  of  the  New  Teftament. 
The  works  of  Lardner  have  been  lefs  read^  than  they  defervc :  every 
one  interefted '  in  this  inquiry  (hould  pofTefs  them,  were  it  only  for  occa- 
iional  reference,  and  they  are  indifpenfable  to  a  clergyman,  who  cannot 
remain  indifFerent  on  {6  important  ti  f^bje^l,  and  whofe  duty  is  not  only  to 
believe  but  to  be  convinced.    The  latter  of  theie  works  is  moft  tgree- 

.able 


SECT,  II.     Authenticity  vf  the  New  Tefiament.  ,  xj 

SECT,       11. 

Ofobje^ions  made  to  thefe  writings  in  general^  andofthofe 
of  Faujius  the  Manichaan  in  particular. 

VARIOUS  Sceptics  have  prefumed  to  conteft  the 
antiquity  of  thefe  writings  in  a  Ijody,  and  to  deny 
that  they  were  compofed  in  the  firft  century  by  thofe 
authors  whofe  names  they  bear.  The  queftion  here  to  . 
be  examined  is  the  charge  that  is  laid,  and  in  what  man- 
lier the  charge  muft  be  anfwered,  with  refpefl  to  thefe 
writings  in  general :  the  objeftions  which  have  been  made 
to  the  authenticity  of  particular  books,  fuch  as  the  Re- 
velation of  St.  John,  his  fecond  and  third  /spittles,  the 
fecond  epiftle  of  St.  Peter,  &c.  will  be  examined  in  the 
fecond  part  of  this  work. 

The  moft  celebrated  who  have  betrayed  a  fufpicion  of 
this  fort  are  to  be  found  among  the  moderns.  A  paflage 
in  Toland's  life  of  Milton'  has  given  ground  to  fuppofe 
fhat  he  entertained  thefe  fentiments;  but  in  his  defence  of 
the  life  of  Milton  he  difavows  his  having  meaht  the 
wridngs  which  we  receive  as  infpired,  nor  do  the  words 
pn  which  the  charge  is  founded  neceflarily  imply  fuch  a 

conftrufiiori, 

able  to  read  becaufe  prolixity  is  avoided,  and  it  ig  eafy  to  overiee  the 
whole  chain  of  reafonlng  at  a  fingle  view  '^.  Various  teftimonies,  which 
Gardner  had  quoted,  are  omitted  by  Lefs,  becaufe  they  were  not  fufficir 
ently  convincing,  and  he  has  fupplied  what  Lardner  had  omitted;  Every 
reader  will  remark,  in  perufing  this  treatife,  what  I  hav|  learnt  in  fre- 
quent converfation  with  the  author,  that  it  is  the  refult  of  a  confclentious? 
even  anxieufly  confcientious  inquiry,  which  he  had  inftttuted  for  his 
own  private  convi6lioQ.  Doubts,  on  which  Lardner  never  thought,  he  has 
felt  and  proved. 

To  thefe  authors  then  I  refer  my  readers  for  more  perfect  fatisfaflioii 
upon  this  fubjtft,  who  will  excufe  me  therefore  if,  inftead  of  quoting  at 
length  the  tejliraonies  of  the  antients  for  the  antiquity  of  the  New  Tcfta- 
ment,  I  content  royfelf  with  arranging  the  arguments  under  their  re- 
fpeftive  heads,  and  introducing  occafionally  fuch  remarks  as  appear  to 
be  new. 

Z  See  Toland's  Life  prefixed  to  his  works,  p,  27 — 36.  and  Mofheim's 
yindicise  antiquae  Chriftianorum  difciplinsB  contm  Toluidum,  p.  91—. 
104. 
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conftru8ion,  though  the  author  probably  entertained  opi- 
nions, ivhich  ha^  he  lived  in  the  prePent  age,  he  might 
have  more  openly  avowed.  Yet  though  he  believed  not 
the  truth  of  the  Chriftian  religion,  he  had  too  much  faga- 
city  to  make  an  objeftion  that  militates  againft  every 
degree  of  probability.  But  an  anonymous  Italian  ven- 
tured in  a  letter  to  Te  Clerc  to  advance  the  following  fuT- 
picion^  Mt  is  poflible  that  in  the  fifth  century  during 
the  period  in  which  the  Goihs  overran  Italy,  fourperfons 
of  fuperior  underftanding  might  unite  in  forging  the  writ- 
ings of  the  apoftles,  as  well  as  of  the  fathers,  and  falfify 
fome  paffages  of  Jofephus  and  Suetonius,  in  order  to 
introduce  into  the  world  by  the  means  of  this  impofture  a 
pew  and  more  rational  religion.'  Thefe  four  perfons 
who  muft  havebeen  very  converfant  in  the  JewiQi  The- 
ology, and  in  both  Jewifh  and  Heathen  antiquity,  are. 
therefore  charged  with  the  immenfe  labour  of  forging  all 
the  writings  of  the  Fathers,  and  of  inventing  that  variety 
of  ftyle  and  fentiraent  by  which  they  are  diftinguifhed. 
But  he  could  hardly  attribute  to  them  a  lefs  laborious 
undertaking,  fince  the  writings  of  the  New  Teftament 
are  not  only  quoted  by  the  Fathers,  but  likewife  ex* 
pounded  in  voluminous  commentaries.  In  fa6l  this  were 
infufficient,  finpe  the  writings  of  the  heretics,  nay  even  of 
thofe  who  were  enemies  to  the  Chriftian  religion,  fuch  as 
Porphyry  for  inftance,  who  endeavoured  by  his  fatirical 
objeftions  to  turn  the  New  Teftament  into  ridicule,  and 
whofe  works  therefore  a  falfe  though  pioqs  zeal  has  at 
length  annihilated,  muft  have  likewife  made  a  part  of  this 
wonderful  forgery.  To  this  letter,  whofe  author  through 
Ignorance  of  the  real  ftate  of  the  cafe  had  fixed  pn  toq 
late  a  century,  le  Clerc  has  given  a  ferious  and  fplic) 
anfwer  in  his  Bibliotheque  ancienne  et  moderne  \ 

There  is  likewife  a  paffage  of  the  fame  import  in  Lord 
Bolingbroke's  Letters  on  the  Study  of  Hiftory  %  in  which 
he  expofes  a  want  of  judgement  in  thofe,  who  attempt  ta 
vindicate  the  antiquity  of  the  facred  writings  by  exam** 
pies  drawn  from  the  fathers  of  the  firft  century,  with  a 
defign  lo  prove^  that  thcfc  fathers  had  read  the  Gofpels, 
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though  the  indances  alledged  amount  to  no  demonftra- 
lion.  For  a  more  particular  acicount  of  his  objeftiouj  as 
well  as  for  the  anfwer,  I  (hall  refer  my  readers  to  the 
^orks  of  Dr.  Lefs,  whom  this  pointed  remark  of  Boling- 
broke  has  led  to  a  more  accurate  inveftigaiion  of  the 
fubjeft'  in  his  '  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion.* 

It  is  fomewhat  extraordinary  that  the  adverfaries  of 
Revealed  Religion,  and  even  Bolingbroke  himfelf,  chufe 
feldom  to  make  their  attack  in  a  dire£t  and  immediate 
planner :  ihey  feem  fenfible,  thofe  at  lead  among  thcnt 
who  have  fenfe  and  knowledge,  of  the  difficulties  with 
which  this  pretended  forgery  in  fo  late  a  period  muft  be 
^ttendedj  and  apprehenfive  it  might  betray  the  weaknefs 
pf  their  caufe  to  pronounce  at  once  the  whole  colkQion 
an  impofture. 

The  fufpicions  which  have  been  raifed  by  authors  of 
the  prefenc  century  are  by  no  means  fo  dangerous,  as 
thofe  excited  by  earlier  writers.  The  fame  objeflions 
advanced  in  the  third  or  fourth  century  have  infinitely 
more  weight;  and  as  an  inftance  of  this  fort  is  really  to 
be  found  among  the  Manichaeans,  it  cannot  in  our  pre<» 
fent  enquiry  be  paffed  rfver  in  filence.  There  are  pre- 
ferved  in  the  works  of  Auguftin  feveral  paffages,  from 
Fauftus  the  Manichasan,  who  pronounces  on  this  fubje6l 
with  a  degree  of  decifion.  In  replying  to  thefe  words  of 
the  orthodox  Chriftians,  *  If  ye  adopt  theGofpel,'  ye  can-' 
not  fail  of  believing  the  whole  of  its  contents'*  he  fays 
even  the  Orthodox  did  not  confider  themfelves  bound  to 
pbferve  all  that  was  contained  in  the  Old  Teftament, 
and  proceeds^  ^  an,  fi  patris  teftamentum  habet  aliqua,  in 
quibu^  parum  debeat  audiri  (patris  enim  efle  vultis  Ju- 
daicam  legem,  cujus  novimus  quam  multa  vobis  horro- 
rem,  quam  multa  pudorem  faciant,  ut  quantum  ad  ani* 
mum  jam  dudum  ipfi  judicaveritis  eam  non  efle  fince- 
ram  ^,  quamvis  partim  pater  ipfe  ut  creditis  digito  fuo 

'  eam 

*  Auguftinus  contra  Fauftum.    Lib.  XXXIt.  c  3. 

1  The  orthodox  had   fometknes   recourfe  to  this  evadon  in  their  con* 
troverfies  with  the  Gnoftics,  and  perhaps  with  the  Mankhxans,   wh«i 
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cain  vobis,  partim  Moyfes  fcripferit,  fidclis  et  integer) 
folius  putatis  filii  teftamentum  non  potuifle  corrumpi, 
iotum  non  habere  aliquid  quod  in  fe  debeat  improbari ? 
praefertim  quod  nee  ab  ipfo  fcriptum  conftat,  nee  ab  ejua 
apoftolis,  fed  longo  poft  tempore  a  quibufdara  incerti 
nominis  viris,  qui  ne  fibi  oon  haberetur  fides  fcribentibua 
quae nefcirent, partial  apoftolorum  nomina^partimeoruin, 
qui  apoftolos  fequuti  viderenturfcripcorum  fuorum  fron* 
tibus  indiderant)  affeverantcs  recundum  cos  fe  fcripGITe 
quas  fcripferunt.  Quo  magis  roihi  videntur  injuria  gravi 
adfeciiTt?  difcipulos  Chrifti,  quia  quae  diflbna  iideai  et  re* 
pugnantia  Gbi  fcriberent^  ea  referrent  ad  ipfos  et  fecun  • 
dum  eos  hajc  fcribere  fe  profiterentur  evangelia,  quae 
tdntis  funt  referta^erroribuSj  contrarieiatibus  narrationum 
iimul  ac  fententiarum,  ut  nee  fibi  prorfus  uec  inter  fe 
ipfa  conveniant.'  The  conclufion  be  thence  draws  is 
nearly  the  fame  with  that  of  feveral  of  the  n)oderns,  wbq 
have  lefs  openly  maintained  the  above  premifes,  viz.  that 
thofe  parts  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  tend  to  edifica-. 
tion  and  improvement,  ought  to  be  admitted,  and  the 
remainder  of  thefe  writings  reje£led\  But  it  would  be 
belter,  in  my  opinion,  to  philofophize  on  the  fubjeQ:  of 
religion  independent  of  the  Chriftian  fyftem,  than  to 
make  extracts  from  a  book,  where  we  have  liberty  to 
accept  or  refufe. 

Another  objeQion  is  in  the  3'  Chap,  of  the  xxxiii' 
book,  in  which  he  introduces  a  text  of  fcripture^  fre« 
quently  ufed  in  the  Manicbsean  controverfy,  on  which 
he  remarks  tha$  St.  Luke  in  the  parallel  paflage  ^  makes 

no 

preffed  by  their  adveiTaries  with  fuch  expreiSons,  as  *  God  repented/ 
&c  s.  and  unable,  in  confequence  of  their  ignorance  in  philology,  to  givf 
a  proper  reply.  See  my  Difiertaiid  de  indiciis  Gnofticae  philofophia^ 
tempore  LXX  interpretumt  in  the  Syntagma  commentationum.  Pars  II. 
p.  ^6Qy  267. 

^  Quae  quia  nos  legentes  animadvertimus  cordis  obtutu  faniflimo 
aequlifimum  judicavimus,  acceptis  utilibus  ex  iiidem,  id  eft,  iis  quae  et 
fidem  noftram  aedtficent,  et  Chrifti  Domini  atque  ejus  Patris,  omnipotentis 
JDei  pi-Qpagent  gloriam*  caetera  rcpudiare,  quae  nee  iplbrum  majeftati^  ih^c 
fidei  noftrae  conveniant. 

1  Matth.  viii.  11. 
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no  mention  of  Absotem,  Jfaac  an.d  Jacob,  and  that  be- 
fide  this  omiflion  a  variety  of  contradiQions  are  to  be 
found  between  the  two  evangelifts.  Nee  fmrnerito  rios 
ad  lujufmodi  fcripturas  tam  inconfonantes  et  variasnun*** 
quam  fane  fine  judicio  et  mtione  aures  adferimuS)  per- 
pendimus  utrum  eorum  quidqtie  aChrifto  did  pocuerit 
iiec  ne.  Multa  enim  a  majoribus  veftris  eioquiis  Do- 
mini  noftri  inferta  verba  funt,quae  nomine  fignata  ipfiusr 
cum  ejus  fide  non  congruunt:  pracfertim,  quia  ut  jan» 
facpe  probatuih  a  nobis  eft,  nee  abipfo  ha?c  funt^necab 
apoftolis  ejus  fcripta,  fed  multo  poft  eorum  aflovtionem 
a  nefcio  quibus,  et  inter  fe  non  conc^rdantibus  femi-ju- 
dnis,  per  fama^  opinioncfque  comperta  funt :  qui  tamen 
omnia  eadem  in  apoftoiorum  Domini  conferentesnomina, 
vei  'eorum,  qui  fecuti  apofiolos  viderentur,  errores  ao 
mendacia  fua  fecundum  oos  fe  fcripHfle  mentiti  funt  7. 
Fauftus  prefuppofes  then  the  New  Tefiament  to  contain 
a  variety  of- true  accounts  relating  to  the  aflions  and 
do3rines  of  Chrift  and  bis  Apoftles,  but  that  the  feveral 
books  are  not  «inerely  interpolated  (in  which  cafe  the 
queftion  would  bdong  to  another  part  of  this  work)  but 
compofed  by  cenain  unknown  perfons,  who  living  in  a 
much  later  period  than  thofe,  to  whom  ihefe  writings  are 
afcriMy  have  confounded  in.their  narraillires  truth  wiih 
falibhood.  He  infifts  even  that  the  very  ^tles  Evange* 
lium  fecundum  Matthaeum,  &c.  afe  a  proof  that  th^ 
were  not  written  by  the  Evangelifts  themfelves^  .but 
merdy  a  compilation  aotording  to  what  the  Evangelifts 
in  a  former  period  had  verbally  taught.^  He  frequently 
aifigns  reafons,  though  they  are  in  general  extremely 
iveak^  why  certain  paflages  cannot  poflibly  have  been 
written  by  the  apoftle^or  evangelift  to  whom  they  are 
afcribed'">  and  from  the  grounds  on  which  hemaintaina 
the  fpurioufnefs  of  thefe  parts  he  concludes  againft  the 
authenticity  of  the  whole. 

Beaufobre  (Hiftoire  de  Manichee,  tom.  I.  p.  298)  i^ 
of  opinion  that  (auftus  made  tn  exception  in  favour  of 
the  Gofpei  of  St.  John,  and  bdieved  it  to  be  genuine  *• 
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But  even  that  admits  a  doubt.    Faaft««(Lib.XVIL  c.  i.) 
fpeaking  of  the  w#rds  ufed  t^  Chrift,  Matth.  v.  17. 
^  Think  nor  that  I  am  come  to  d^roy  the  law  and  the 
prophets/  fays,  Oiiis  hoc  teftatur  dixifHi  Jefum  ?     Mat* 
th^cus !    Ubi  dixifle  ?   In  mdnte !    Quibufnam  prsfenti* 
bils?,    Petro  Andrea,  Jacobo  ct  Johanne,  quatuor  his 
tantiim,  caeteros  enim  nondum  elegerat,  nee  ipfura  Mat^ 
thaeum.     £x  his  erg9  quatuor  unus>  id  eft,  Johannes^ 
tvangelium  fctipfit :    Ita  !    Alicubi  hoc  ipfe  commemo^ 
tat?  Ntifquam!  Ouomodo  ergo  quod  Jonannes  non  cef^ 
tatur,  qi|i  fuit  in'mohte,  Matthseus  hoc  fcripfit  qui  longo 
imervailo  poftquant  Jefus  de  montedefcendit  fecutusefl 
eum  ?     Ac  per  hoc  de  hoc  ipfo  primo  ambigitur  utran 
Jefus  tale  aliquid  dixerit  quia  teftis  idoneus  tacet,  loqui* 
tlir  autem  minus  idoneus.     Here  it  Is  eviolent  that"  the 
pbjeQ  of  Fauftus  was  to  confote  the  orthordox,  by  ufing 
their  own  weapons  without  acknowledging  thern  to  be 
genuine  ^.     Nor  muft  we  conclude  that  a  Manichasan 
admitted  the  authenticity  of  the  New  Ttftament,  be- 
taufe  he  quoted  it  either  in  ftipport  of  bis  own  tonets,  ar 
in  confutation  of  the  argument  advanced  by  his  oppo- 
nents.    This  mtftake  has  been  committed  by  Lardner, 
who  in  the  long  article  relating  to  the  Manichacans,  which 
contains  fo  Iftiich  beautiful  hiftorical  matter,  dfipears 
rather  as  the  warm  advocate  for  the  Chriftian  caufe,  tbip 
4)e  cool  and  impartial  inquirer  into  truth* 
'    The  "tiitM  then  of  Manicbaean  fo  celebrated  in  the 
thiffd  and  fourtft  centuries  may  frflsi  a  weighty  hindrance 
CO  the  Chriftiail  eaufe:  if  the  doubts  werbadually  raifed 
ih  fo  eacly  a  period^  the  aaihenticiiy  of  thefe  writings 
may  af^p^  in  danger.     We  fhould  have  reafoh  (o  fear 
thefe  apprebenfions  to  be  grouaded^  had  the  objeftions 
been  ma<k  by  men  c^vcrfant  in  literary  hiftory^  philo-r 
logy,  and  criticifoi;  but  the  matter  begins  to  bear  a 
different  appear^ce  the  moment  we  refle6l  that  they 
proceeded  from  philolbphers^  who  without  further  know- 
ledge than  that  of  their  \f/b^  aiid  even  ignorant  of  Greek, 
attempted  to  weave  their  favourite^naxims  into  the  reli* 
^on  of  Chrift.    I  will  divide  my  remarks  upon  this  fub« 
je£l  into  the  foIl(iwing  heads* 

ift.  It 
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id.  It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  aii  the  Manicliacans 
judged  fo  unfavourably  of  ihe  writings  of  the  New  Tcfta- 
nient  as  Fauflus,  who  lived  in  Africa,  a  country  unentight* 
enedy  and  unacquainted  with  any  other  than  the  Latin 
language;  and  we  have  no  reafon  to  conclude  the  fam^ 
of  Manes,  and  of  tbofe  who  lived  in  a  ftill  earlier  period. 
But  admitting  it  to  be  true  that  Manes,  who  lived  in  the 
niiddle  of  the  third  century,  had  entertained  the  fame 
fentiments,  ftili  they  would  be 

2dly-  The  feniLments  of  a  ftranger,  and  one  totally 
unqualiBed  to  form  an  adequate  judgement. 

If  a  man  acquainted  with  natural  philofophy,or  verfed 
in  the  mazes  of  metaphyfics,  but  at  the  fame  time  igno- 
rant of  Greek,  Ihould  atterript  to  criticife  on  the  Iliad^ 
and  deny  it  to  be  the  production  of  Homer,  there  is  no 
one  who  would  attend  to  his  obje6tions.  But  he  poQeflfes 
penetration  and  judgement:  Admitted;  yet  he  is  devoid 
of  thofe  very  qualities  which  ^re  requifite  to  judge  of  the 
antiquity  of  the  Iliad,  a  knowledge  of  hiftory  and  lan- 
guage. To  make  the  matter  more  pointed;  fuppofe  a 
lenfible  and  learned  Mandarine,  who  bore  an  eminent 
rank  among  the  literati  of  his  own  country,  fhouldcome 
from  Chitia,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  German 
maintaiii  that  the  confeiCon  of  Augfburg,  compofed  in 
1530,  were  a  forgery  of  later  times,  it  is  hardly  probable 
that  dny  one  would  liften  a  moment  to  the  grounds  of 
his  difbelief. 

But  this  was  exa6ily  the  cafe  with  Manes.  He  ap- 
pears to  have  been  endowed  with  a  confiderable  (hare  of 
penetration,  well  verfed  in  the  Perfian  or  a  ftiit  more 
Eaftern  philufophy,  and  often  fuperior  to  the  orthodox  ia 
the  fubtleties  of  difpute.  But  the  Greek  language  was 
totally  unknown  to  him  '%  and  the  learned  language 
which  he  ufed  was  Syriac.  Shall  this  perfon  then,  wh^ 
prefumed  to  reform  the  Chriftian  religion  by  his  Perfian 
philofophy,  be  deemed  capable  of  deciding  on  the  autben*- 
ticiiy  of  a  work  written  originally  ip  Gi'eek  ?  He  was  not 
only  unqualified  to  read  the  New  Teftament  in  the  ori-» 
gihal,  but  was  likewife  devoid  of  every  idft:i  of  Grecian 
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and  other.  European  literature,  was  unable  to  read  the 
works  of  tHe  fathers,  heretics  and  enemies  of  theCbriflian 
religion,  frono  which  ^lone  can  be  decided  whether  the 
writings  attributed  to  the  apoftles  are  as  antient  as  we  pre- 
tend, whether  they  have  been  acknowledged  from  the 
earlieft  times  as  authentic  and  genuine,  or  whether  a  pe- 
riod elapfed  from  the  death  of  ihe  apoftles,  in  which  they 
were  unknown,  and  after  which  they  were  fuddenly  an4 
unexpeftedly  brought  to  light. 

3.  Fauilus,  the  obly  Manichacan  of  whom  we  have 
pofltive  accounts  that  he  denied  the  books  of  the  New 
Teflament  to  have  been  written  by  thofe  authors  to  whom 
they  are  afcribed,  and  who  lived  an  hundred  and  iifty 
years  ftill  later  than  Manes,  was  likewifeias  unqualified  tp 
mveftigate  this  fubjefl.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  he  was 
endowed  with  fenfe  and  penetration,  and  poflefled  of, 
what  Augullin  himfelf  allows,  a  fhare  of  eloquence,  but 
he  wa$  fo  partial  a  difputant  that  his  word  is  of  litik 
weight.  Ignorant,  as  were  mod  of  the  African  writer^, 
of  the  Greek  language'',  and  acquainted  with  the  New 
Teftament  merely  through  the  channel  of  the  Latin 
Tranflation,  he  was  not  only  devoid  of  a  fufficient  fund 
of  learning,  but  illiterate  in  the  higheft  degree.  An  ar- 
gument which  he  brings  againft  the  genuinenefs  of  the 
Gofpel  aiFords  fufficient  ground  for  this  aflertiop,  for  he 
contends  that  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew  could  not  have 
been  written  by  St.  Matthew  himfelf,  becaufe  he  is  air 
ways  mentioned  in  the  third  perfon.  Thefe  are  his  very 
words,  Matthaeum  haec  non  fcripfi0e  fed  alium  fub  nor 
mine  ejus,  quod  docet  et  ipfa  le£Uonis  ejufdem  Matthaei 
oblique  narratio.  Quideniip  dicit?  et  cum  tranfiret  Jefus 
viclit  hominem  fedentem  ad  telooium^  nomine  Mac* 
thaeum,  et  vocavit  eum,  et  ille  confeflim  furgens  fecutus 
eft  eum,  ac  non  potius  dicat  ^  vidit  me,  et  vocavtt  me,  et 
fecutus  fum  cum;*  nifi  quia  conftat  haec  Matthaeum  non 
fcripfiffe  fed  alium  nefcio  quem  fub  ejus  nomine  ".  A 
man  capable  of  fuch  an  argument  muft  have  been  igno- 
rant not  only  of  the  Greek  writers,  the  knowledge  of  which 
^ould  not  have  been  expelled  frpm  Fauftus,  but  even  of 
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the  Commentaries  oFCscfar.  And  were  it  thought  impro- 
bable that  fo  heavy  a  charge  could  be  laid  with  juftice  on 
the  fide  ofhis  knowledge,  it  would  fall  with  double  weight 
on  the  fide  of  his  honefty,  and  induce  us  to  fuppofe  that  . 
referring  the  arts  of  fophiftry  to  the  plainnefs  of  truth 
be  maintained  opinions' which  he  believed  to  be  falfe. 

4.  His  other  argumenH  are  not  built  on  faiftorical 
ground,  but  founded  merely  on  fuch  principles  as  thofe, 
on  which  he  maintains  that  the  doQrine  attributed  to  St. 
Paul  'that  all  meats  are  clean/  could  never  have  been 
delivered  by  the  apoftle  himfclf,  for  which  he  chufes  to 
afljgn  the  following  reafona.  '  The  doQrine  is  falfe  in 
itfelf^  inconiiftent  with  the  precepts  of  Chrift,  and  a  ma» 
nifeft  contradidion  of  the  law  of  Mofes,  whofe  authority 
\^  acknowledged  by  the  orthodox  ihemfelves/  His  own 
words  on  i  Tim.  iv.  i,  are  as  follows.  Nunquam  plane 
dbi  ego  haec  ab  apoftolo  dida  eflfe  confenferim,  nifi  antea 
confitearis  ipfe  Moyfen  et  prophetas  do6lri*nas  attuliffe 
dasmoniorum,  &c."  In  fhort  he  ufes  dogmatical  argu- 
ments in  a  queflion  hiflorical  and  critical  relating  to  the 
antiquity  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  alone  is  fufficient 
to  overthrow  the  whole  ofhis  reafoning. 
'  5J  Such  were  the  maxims  adopted  by  a  fe£l  in  other 
refpeQs  not  void  of  fenfe  and  fagacity,  but  whofe  ufual 
pradice  it  was  to  rejed  all  principles  that  did  not  cor- 
refpond  with  their  philofophy*^,  a  philofophy  not  founded 
on  the  evjidence  of  reafon,  but  containing  a  colleSion  of 
antient  tenets  delivered  down  to  them  by  oral  traditioo. 
Now  as  they  had  really  a  high  opinion  of  Chrifl'^  and  his 
apoillesy  they  thought  proper  in  refpefl  to  the  New  Tefta- 
ment to  make  the  following  di(lin£tion.  ''  Either  thefe 
Writings  harmonize  with  our  philofophy,  or  admit  at  leaft 
of  fuch  an  explanation*  as  correfponds  with  our  general 
principles,  in  which  cafe  they  proceed  from  Chrift  and 
his  apoftles,  and  give  additional  weight  to  the  truth  of 
our  dofirines,  or  they  contradid  our  philofophy,  in  which 
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inftanoe  they  ccafe  to  have  the  force  of  evidence,  and 
could  not  have  been  taught,  or  written  by  Chrid,  and  his 
difciples.**  As  examples  of  the  latter  kind  were  too  nu- 
merous to  be  explained  on  the  principles  of  interpolation^ 
*  there  remainrd  no  other  refource  than  boldly  to  pro- 
nounce tjie  whole  to  be  (purious.  This  then  was.  their 
refuge,  though  they  allowed  the  compilers  of  the  forgery 
to  have  interfperfed  in  their  Irolleflion  various  maxims^ 
ajid  precepts,  f>f  which  they  adqiitted  the  trMth  and  uti- 
lity* But  it  were  mpre  rational  to  deny  at  opce  the  au<r 
thority  of  Chrift^  than  to  adopt  fo  ill- grounded  a  dif^ 
tinflion. 

^.  To  the  objeftions  of  Faudus,  Augu(iin  ^ives  the 
following  anfwer'*,  *  For  the  fame  reafons  lor  which  the 
writings  of  Hipf  ocrates,  and  other  Greei^  or  Roman  au- 
thors are  maintained  to  be  genuine,  we  conclude  th^ 
books  of  the  New  Tcftament  to  have  been  written  by 
thofe  to  whom  they  are  afcribed.'     To  wliich  reply  hc| 
might  have  added,  '  as  the  time  of  the  apoUles  Is  lefs  (ac 
removed  from  the  pfefent,  qur  evidence  ivs  fo  much  tl^c 
greater/     The  other  fathers  who  lived  in  the  age  of  the 
Manichzans,  particularly  Jerom  a  contemporary  of  Faufr 
tus,  have  fcarcely  condelcended  to  n^eniion  hi$  name. 
JHe  appear^  tp  haVe  m^de  the  fame  impreflion  as  Har? 
duin,  with  his  pretended  forgery  of  ^lailic  writers  in  the 
ages  of  monkifb  barbarifm,  to  whpfe  arguments  a  com? 
inentator  on  Horace  wpuld  hardly  d^ign  to  reply.     The 
decifive  and  perempto^^y  *  Conftat'  therefore  of  Fauftus  is 
fiot  to  he  underftpod  as  if  hiftorical  arguments  could  be 
urged  againft  the  antiquity  of  the  New  Teflament,  but 
is  fimply  grounded  on  the  arguments  delivered  above, 
which  induced  the  Manich^pans  of  A'^i'ica  to  believe  it  a 
forgery. 

The  obferv^tionty  which  have,  hitherto  been  qiade^ 
have  a  two- fold  influence  oo  our  piefent  inquiry. 

I.  It  is  certain  that  the  New  Teftament  exffted  at  the 

time  of  this  cohtroverfy,  fince  to  criticife,  and  pronounce 

a bcoktpbefpuriousimpliesatleaftit'sexiftence.  Fau(\^s 

,'thertforc  will  ferve  as  an  Irreproachable  witnefs  againik 

ihof^ 
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thofe  who  pretend  it  is  a  forged  produdion  of  the  fifth 
century. 

2,  Manes  rea(i|[and  quoted*^  from  the  writings  of  the 
New  Teftamenfr;  yet  he  was  ignorant  of  Greek,  and  aoi 
quajnted  with  no  other  learned  fanguage  than  Syriac. 
The  NewTeftamentexifted  therefore  in  that  early  period 
not  only  in  the  Greek  original  but  likewife  in  the  Syriac 
tranflation,  which  was  ufed  by  the  Chriftians  of  Perfia* 
This  is  a  n^ttter  of  confiderable  importance  on  the  quef- 
tion  of  the  antiquity  of  the  New  Teftament.  Befides, 
the  Syriac  tranflation  is  dill  more  antient  than  the  age.of 
Manes,  as  will  be  ihewn  in  its  proper  place. 

S    E    C    T.      III. 

Tbe  New  Teftament  is  proved  to  be  genuine  on  the  fame 
grounds^  as  the  works  of  profane  Authors. 

EUSEBIUS**  divides  the  books  of  the. New  Tefta- 
ment into  the  three  following  claffes'i 
I.  O/EAoAoysr/uifya,  i.e.  Books  of  undoubted  authority^ 
and  univerfally  received  in  the  church^as  genuine.  Under 
this  clafs  he  reckons  the  four  Gofpels,  the  Afts  of  the 
Apofties,  all  the  epiftlcs  of  Paul,  the  firil  epiftle  of  Peter, 
and  tbe  firft  epiftle  of  John.  To  which,  fays  he,  might 
ht  added  the  Revelation  of  John,  which  others  rank  un- 
der the  third  clafs.  It  beloyngs  therefore  properly  to  the 
fecond  clafs,  which  contains  the  books  whole  authority 
is  maiotaiaed  by  fomQ  and  denied  by  others;  It  ieems 
likex^fe  that  he  coniiders  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  as 
belonging  to  this  clafsfi,  aotwithftanding  fo  much  has 
been  difpuced  whether  St.  Paul  be  the  author  or  hot; 
At  all  events  he  is  juftified  in  fo  doing,  fince  the  name  of 
Paul  is  not  mentioned  in  the  foperfcription,  the  epiftle 
therefore  would  not  be  fpurious,  were  it  written  by  an- 
4jpther  hand :  and  being  univerially  allowed  to  be  a  pro« 
4H£lion  of  the  apoftolic  age,  it  deferves  in  this  rt^jptft  the 

name 
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name  which  Eufebius  has  given  it.  But  whenever  in 
the  couife  of  this  IntroduSlion  I  fpeak  of  thofe  wriiings 
which  have  been  univerfally  received  by  the  Church,  I 
nean  not  to  be  underftood  either  of  the  Revelation  of  St. 
John,  which  properly  belongs  to  the  fecond  clafs,  or  of 
nie  eptftle  to  the  Hebrews,  fince  it  would  be  always  ne- 
ceflary  to  add  this  explanation  ^  univerfally  admitted  to 
be  antient,  though  its  author  is  uncertain/ 

2.   AfuXiyofAtpayypttpifAa  9*  bv  ofjut^  roig  voXAeif,  doubtful, 

but  acknowledged  by  the  moft  to  be  genuine*.  To  this 
llafs  be  reckons,  as  he  himfelf  ezprefles  it,  **  theepiftles 
afcribed  to  James  and  Jude,  ihe  fecdnd  of*  Peter,  with 
the  fecond  and  third  of  John,  whether  they  were  written 
by  the  Evangelift,  or  another  perfon  of  the  fame  name'," 
He  is  of  opinion  that  they  may  be  received  as  genuine 
produ8ions  of  the  apoftoHc  age,  even  if  they  were  not 
written  by  the  Evangelift. 

3.  NoOa,  fpurious.    In  this  clafs  he  ranks  among  other 
writings  «  The  Hiftor/  of  Paul,  The  Shepherd,  The 
Revelation  of  Peter,  The  Epiftle  of  Barnabas,  The  Doc- 
trines of  the  Apoflles,  and  perhaps  likewife  the  Revela- 
tion of  John,"  &c. 

Our  prefent  inquiry  will  be  confined  to  the  Homolo- 
goumena,  not  in  refped  to  each  book  in  particular,  a 
matter  belonging  to  the  fecond  part  of  this  work,  but  fn 
refpe£t  to  thefe  writings  in  general*  Thefe  Homolo* 
goumena  we  receive  as  the  genuine  works  of  Matthe\i(f, 
Mark,  Luke,  John  and  Paul,  for  the  fame  reafons  as  we 
believe  the  writings  to  be  genuine,  which  are  afcribed  to 
Thucydides,Xenophon,  Polybius,  Cicero,  Cafar,  Livy, 
^c.  nam^,  becaufe  they  have  been  received  as  fuch 
without  contradiftion  from  the  carlieft  ages,  when  it  was 
cafy  to  obtain  the  beft  information,  and  becaufe  they 
conuin  nothing  which  excites  the  fmalleft  fufpicion  of 
the  contrary.  In  fad  thisargument  when  applied  to  the 
facred  writings  is  much  ftronger,  than  when  applied  to 
the  greatcft  part  of  profane  writers,  fince  the  teftimonier 
alledgf^l  40  fupport  the  authenticity  of  the  New  Tefta- 
i^eot  come  mucjti  nearer  the  times;  in  which  its  authors 

lived, 
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lived,  than  ihofe  adduced  in  favour  of  many  Gieek  and 
Roman  claflics,  whofe  auihority  was  never  doubted.  Arid 
thefe  were  read  originally  only  by  a  fingle  nation,  arid  in 
a  fingle  corner  of  the  world,  while  the  New  Teftament 
was  read,  and  received  as  genuine  in  three  quarters  of  the 
globe,  by  its  adverfaries  as  well  as  by  its  friends,  in  coun- 
tries the  moft  remote,  and  mod  difFerent  from  each  other 
in  language  and  manners,  acknowledged  in  every  Chrif- 
tian  community  as  a  work  of  the  Apoftles  and  Evange- 
lifts,  not  only  by  the  orthodox  Chriftians,  but  alfo  by 
thofe,  whodifTehted  from  theeftablifhed  ruleof  faith,  with 
this  only  difference  that  the  latter,  at  the  fame  time' that 
ihcy  acknowledged  the  writings  in  general  to  be  genuine, 
fontended  that  certain  paflages  were  corrupted  :  till  a  feft 
arofe  in  the  eaftern  part  of  Afia,  a  fcft  ignorant  of  the 
tjrecian  literature  and  language,  which  thought  proper 
to  pronounce  the  New  Teftament  to  be  fpurious,  becaufe 
the  precepts  of  the  Gofpel  contradifted  the  tenets  of  their 
philofophy.  But  if  thefe  writings  were  forged  in  the  pe- 
riod that  elajifed  between  the  death  of  the  Apoftles,  and 
the  earlieft  evidence  for  their  authenticity,  how  was  it 
poflible  to  introduce  them  at  once  into  the  various  Chrif- 
tian  communities,  whofe  connexion  was  intercepted  by 
diftancc  of  place,  and  difference  of  language  ?  And  thofe 
disciples  of  the  Apoftles  which  were  ftill  alive  would 
furely  not  have  Tailed  to  dete£l  and  confute  fo  glaring  an 
impofture. 

It  is  generally  thought  fufficient  to  (hew  the  writings 
of  A  clallic  author  to  be  genuine,  if  fome  one  among  the 
antientshas  merely  fpokcn  of  the  work,  as  Cicero,  Hir- 
tius,  and  Suetonius  have  done  of  Csefar^s  defcriptions  of 
his  own  campaigns,  without  quoting  paflages  from  the 
))o#k  itfelf.  But  it  may  be  objected,  *  It  is  pofTible  indeed 
that  Caefar  may  have  written  fuch  a  treatife,  but  how  can 
we  be  certain  that  the  Commentaries  which  we  ascribe  to 
him  as  tifeir  author  were  the  fame  which  Cicero,  Hirtius 
.and  Suetonius  read?  Is  it  credible  that  Cefar  was  the  au- 
thor of  an  hiftory  in  which  fo  frecuient  remarks  are  in- 
terfperfed  to  the  difparagement  of  tne  Germans,  remarks 

•    which 
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which  excitf  even  a  fufpicion  of  their  timidity,  when  it  is 
faid  m  the  very  Wginning  of  the  work  that  the  GauU 
ihemfelves  acknowledged  the  Germans  to  be  their  Aipe- 
riors  in  bravery?  Can  fufpicions  like  thefe  proceed  from  a 
general  whe  was  in  a  great  meafure  indebte<i^  to  hi& Ger- 
man auxiliaries  for  the  vi8orv  of  Pharfalia,  a  .circum* 
Ranee  again  omitted  to  bo  mentioned  in  the  Bellum 
Civile?  Are  thefe  the  Commentaries  fa xopn tended  by 
Cicero  and  Hirtius,  and  to  which  the  latter,  applied  the 
bbfervation:  prasrepta,  non  pr^bita  facultas  fcripk)rikus 
vidctur?  Could  thefe  Commentaries  have  exifled  in  the 
days  of  Florus,  whp  likewife  defcribes  the  battle  of  Phar<* 
la^ia,  and  eftimates  the 'number  in  both  armifss  at  three 
hundred  thoufand,  befides  the  auxiliaries,  when  the  nmn- 
ber  given  in  the  Commentaries  is  fo  coniiderably  inferior  P 
Could  JFIoruahave  beeti  berter  acquainted  with  the  ftat# 
of  the  army  than  C^efaf,  and  would  he  have  neglafled  to 
derive  his  intelligence  from  the  bed  poQifa|i  accounts, 
had  fuch  accounts  at  that  ^^^^  exi(ied  p 

Objei^ionslike  {ht(^  to  the  authenticity  of  Caefar  would 
lie  anhyer^d  by  every  critic  in  claffica}  literature  not  with 
a  ferioDs  replyi  but  with  a  fmile  of  contempt.  Yet  walk 
and  trivial  as  thefe  arguments  may  appear,  they  are 
Hronger  than  fo^h  a?  can  with  juftice  be  app]ied  to  th^ 
wriungs  of  Uie  ^ew  "^etlament,  which  is  not  only  il^n- 
tioneci  by  the  eartieft  fathers  ias  being  written  by  thofe 
'^vangeljfjds  and  Apefttes,  to  whom  we  ascribe  them,  but 
quoted  and  es^plained  at  fuch  confiderable  length,  as 
leaves  no  po0ibilny  of  a  diAibt,  that  the  writings,  to 
which  they  allude,  are  t|ie  very  fame  with  thofe,  wbic^ 
liave  been  tranfmitted  to  us  upqer  that  title, 

In  fad  iht  obje£tions,  whkh  have  hitherto  been  pi'ade, 
have  not  even  the  appearancei  of  probability,  find  when 
reduced  to  plain  and  (impte  terms,  amount  only  to  this 
fingk  queftion,  Is  it  not  poflble  that  the  New  Teftament 
is  a  forgery?  A  conclufion  therefore  is  drawn  ajpoife  ad 
eflfe,  a  conclufidn  which  woujd  banifh  from  the  world 
many  of.  the  valued  produfliorts  of  antiquity. 

Siuce  tbeti  the  a4^erfarirt(  of  the  Cfariftian  Religion 

have 
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have  advanced  all  that  ^eal,  penetration,  and  learrKog  can 
afford  to  prove  the  New  Teftament  to  be  fpuriou?,  with-* 
out  being  able  to  produce  a  folid  argument  in  its  disfa- 
vour, it  would  not  be  unreafonable  to  conclude  again(t 
the  poffibility  of  a  real  objection,  and  that  therefore  thefc 
writings  are  genuine.  But  inftead  of  immediately  draW* 
ing  this  inference  from  thefe  premifes  alone^  I  will  arrange 
under  their  feveral  heads  the  reafons  which  may  induce  a 
critic  tp  fufpefl  a  work  to  be  fpuriou.s 

1,  When  doubts  have  been  made  from  its  firft  appear* 
ance  in  the  world,  whether  it  proceeded  from  the  author 
to  whom  it  is  afcribed. 

^.  When  ih^  imtnediate  friends  of  the  pretended  au-t 
thor  who  were  able  (o  decide  upon  the  fubjedl  have  de- 
ni^d-tt  to  be  his  produdion. 

3.  Wheo  a  long  feties  of  years  has  elapfed  after  his 
in  which  the  book  was  unknown,  and  in  which  it 

mud  unavoidably  have  been  mentioned  and  quoted,  had 
it  really  exifted. 

4.  When  the  ftyle  is  different  frqm  that  of  his  other 
writings,  or,  in  cafe  no  other  remain,  different  from  that 
which  might  reafonably  be  expefled. 

5.  When  events  are  recorded  which  happened  later 
than  the  time  of  the  pretended  author, 

6.  When  opinions  are  advanced  which  contradi£l  tjiofe 
he  is  known  to  mamtain  in  his  other  writings.  Though 
this  latter  argument  alone  leads  to  no  pdficive  conclu- 
flon,  fince  every  man  is  liable  to  change  his  opinion,  or 
through  forgetfulness  10  vary  in  the  circumftances  of  the 
fame  relation,  of  which  Jofephus  in  his  Antiquities  and 
War  of  the  Jews,  afford^  a  ftriking  example. 

Now  of  all  tbtfe  various  grounds  for  denying  a  work 
to  be  genuine,  not  one  can  be  applied  with  juftice  to  the 
New  Teftament.  It  is  true  that  Faullus,  (whofe  name  I 
mufl  again  introduce^  iince  modern  fceptics  have  ob- 
jeded,  without  alligning  reafons  for  their  doubts,)  con* 
tends  that  paffages  may  be  found  in  the  fame  Gofpel,  or 
the  fame  Epiftle,  which  are  a  contradidion  to  each  other* 
But  this  bbje£lion  is  different  from  that  alledged  in  the 
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laft  of  the  above-mentioned  clafles^  and  cannot  be  applied 
In  the  prefent  inftance.  To  avoid  confufion  we  muft 
make  the  following  di(lin£lion.  If  a  work  whofe  au- 
thenticity is  queftioned,  contains  principles  diametrically 
oppofite  to  thofe  which  are  maintained  in  the  indifput- 
able  writings  of  the  author,  to  whom  the  work  in  queftion 
IS  afcribed,  it  may  juftly  be  confidered  as  fpurious.  But 
no  fuch  inference  can  be  drawn  frotn  feeming,  or  even 
real  contradiQions  in  one  and  the  fame  work,  the  crite- 
rion being  in  that  cafe  wanting  which  alone  can  determine 
the  matter  in  difpute.  Thefc  premifes  decide  nothing 
with  refpe£l  to  the  author's  name,  and  the  only  conclu* 
fion  to  be  made  is,  either  that  the  author  was  not  fufH- 
ciently  precife,  or  that  the  paifages  alledged  are  either 
corrupted,  or  falfely  underftood. 

It  has  likewife  been  objeSed  that  not  only  the  fame 
Evangelift  contradicts  himfelf,  but  that  the  different 
Evangclifts  often  contradid  each  other.  Were  the  in- 
ftances  adduced  in  fupport  of  this  affertion  more  happily 
fele6ted  than  they  really  are,  or  did  they  eVen  amount 
to  a  demonftration,  it  would  not  follow  that  the  Gofpels 
were  not  written  by  thofe,  whofe  names  they  b^ar,  but 
only  that  the  authors  were  not  infallible.  Whoever  Iludies 
with  accuracy  any  part  whatfoever  of  antient  or  modern 
hiftory,  will  frequently  find  not  only  apparent  but  real 
contradictions,  yet  no  one  would  therefore  conclude  the 
writings  of  fuch  hiftorians  as  Livy,  Jofephus,  or  Tacitus 
to  be  (purious. 

There  are  feveral  paffages  in  the? New  Teftament  which 
differ  from  the  accounts  of  Jofephus^/  a  writer  who  throws 
fo  much  light  on  the  ^angelic  hiftory  %  that  he  deferves 
more  diligently  to  be  fludied.  Nov(,  fuppofing  thefe 
ififBculties  were  not  to  be  removed  by  any  critical  con- 
je3ure,  that  neither  the  beginning  of^the  fecond  chapter 
of  St*  Luke  were  to  be  reconcildd  with  the  relation  of 
Jofephus  or  Tacitus,  nor  St.  Luke's  account  of  Theudas^ 
with  that  of  the  former  of  thefe  hiftorians,  the  queftion 

\yould  ftill  remain  to  be  determined^  which  author  were 

• 
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in  the  right ;  and  admitting  it  to  be  decided  iq  favour  of 
Jofephus,  and  that  Su  Luke  committed  a  chronological 
niiftake  in  afcribing  a  Avrong^date  to  thd  rebellion  of 
Theudas,  it  would  militate  not  againft  the  authenticity 
of  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  but  only  againft  the  infpira- 
tion  of  the  author.  The  cafe  would  be  entirely  diffe- 
rent, could  paifages  be  found  in  the  Afl«  of  the  Apoftles, 
in  which  events  were  recorded  that  happened  later  than 
4  the. death  of  the  author,  fuch,  for  inftance,  as  an  account 

of  the  falfe  Meffiah  Barcochab*,  in  the  time  of  the  emperor 
Hadrian,  whence  we  might  reafonably  conclude  the  book 
to  have  been  written  in  a  fubfequent  period.  But  nothing 
of  this  nature  can  be  produced,  which  militates  either 
againft  the  A3s  of  the  Apoftles^  or  any  other  part  of  the 
New  Teftament.  In  fliort,  to  recapitulate  the  fix  heads 
abovementioned.  i.  It  cannot  be  ihewn  that  any  one 
doubted  of  its  autbenticity  in  the  period  in  which  it  firft 
appeared*  2.  No  antient  accounts  are  on  record,  whence 
we  may, conclude  it  to  be  fpurious.  3.  No  confiderable 
period  elapfed  after  the  death  of  the  Apoftles,  in  which 
the  New  Teftament  was  unknown,  but  on  the  contrary 
it  is  mentioned  by  their  very  contemporaries^  and  the  ac- 
counts of  it  in  thp  fecond  century  are  ftill  more  niime- 
iQus*  4.  No  argument  can  be  brought  in  its  disfavour 
from  the  nature  of  the  ftyle,  it  being  exadly  fuch  as  might 
be  expe£led  from  the  Apoftles,  not  Attic  but  Jewilh 
Greek.  5.  No  fads  are  recorded,  which  happened  after 
their  death.  6.  No  doQrines  are  maintained,  which  con- 
tradict the  known  tenets  of  the  authors,  fince  befide  the 
New  Teftament,  no  writings  of  the  Apoftles  exift.  But, 
to  the  honour  of  the  New  Teftament  be  it  fpoken,  it  con* 
tains  numerous  contradidions  to  the  tenets  and  dodrines 
of  the  fathers  in  the  fecond  and  third  century,  whofe  mo* 
lality  is  different  from  that  of  the  Gofpel,  which  recom- 
mends fortitude  and  fubmiffion  to  unavoidable  evils,  but 
not  that  enthufiaftic  ardour  for  martyrdom,  for  which 
thofe  centuries  are  d.iftinguiflied  ^ ;  and  alludes  to  cere^ 
monies  which  in  the  following  ages  were  either  in  difuft 

or 
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or  totally  unknown',  all  which  circunnftances  infallibly 
dctnonftrate  that  the  New  Teftamcnt  is  not  a  produflioR 
of  cither  of  thofe  centuries. 


SECT.       IV. 

Tofitive  grounds  far  the  ai^ibeniicily  of  the  New  Te/iammt^* 

IT  appears  from  what  has  hitherto  been  faid,  that  there 
is  not  the  fmalleft  reafon  to  doubt  of  the  authenticity 
of  thefe  writings,  and  that  they  are  as  certainly  genuine, 
as  the  moft  indifputable  works  of  the  Greeks  and  Ro- 
mans. One  might  fuppbfe  that  this  were  fuffitiebtfy 
fa cis factory  for  every  man,  who  had  not  an  uncommoti 
Inclinapon  to  Scepticifm.  But  as  tht  truth  of  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion  is  grounded  upon  this iinportant  article,  and 
the  New  Tcftament  contains  an  account  of  miracles  per- 
formed, and  prophecies  afterwards  fulfilled,  both^  of  which 
demand  a  higher  degree  of  evidence  than  ufoal  events', 
and  doubts  therefore  might  ariie,  whether  the  N^w  Tef* 
tament  were  not  written  after  the  fulfilling  of  (he  pro- 
phecies, it  is  no  longer  a  matter  of  curiotis  fpecblatfon, 
but  a  confcientious  and  rational  inquiry^  if,  not  fatisified 
with  refuting  the  arguments  in  its  disfavour,  we  feek 
likewife  the  pofitive  grounds  of  its  authedticity.  '  Thefe 
poiitive  grounds  may  be  arranged  under  the  three  fol- 
lowing heads. 

1.  The  impoflibility  of  a  forgery,  arifing  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  thing  itfelf. 

2.  The  antient  Chriftian^  Jewifh,  and  Heathen  Tef- 
limonies  in  its  favour, 

3.  Its  own  internal  evidence. 

♦ 

Thefe  (hall  be  feverally  confidered  in  thd  remaiqiflf 
fe£tions  of  this  chapter. 

t  For  inftance,  Baptifm  for  the  JDead'«  iCor.  xy.  29.  and  other  cuftomt 
^ntioned  Ch.  xi.  which  in  ttioie  centuries  were  either  obfoletc,  or  £• 
feidom  mM,  that  perhaps  many  who  are  well  acquainted  with  ecclefiafttcai 
hoftory  caa  fccollcct  no  example. 

SECT. 
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S    E   C    T.     V» 

ImpoJJildliiy  of  ^  firgery  arifingfrom  tbt  nalun  qf  ibi, 

IT  has  been  mentioned  in  the  firft  chapter  of  this  work 
that  St.  Peter  has  quoted  the  epiftlet  of  St.  P*aul,  andl 
the  reafon  has  been  given  why  fuch  qubtations  are  fo 
feldom  to  be  found  in  the  New  Teft«Bient,  viz.  becaufe 
they  wfere  too  recent,  at  that  time,  to  be  generally  known ; 
not  becaufe  the  Apoflles  were  unacquainftfJ  with  each 
other's  writings.  Now  of  thefe  Apoilles  St.  John  lived 
later  thari  the  death  of  Domitian,  and  no  impojfor  during 
his  life  could  be  fo  abfurd  as  to  invent  and  diftriburo 
writings  under  his  name,  and  that  of  the  other  Apoftles; 
tnd  admitting  even  fo  abfiird  an  attempt,  they  could 
never  have  been  received  without  contradiction  in*  all 
the  Chriftian  communities  of  the  three  feveral  quancrs 
of  the  globe,  rit  is  equally  impoffiblefhat  they  coqiM 
have  bteh  forged  between  his  death,  and  the  middle  of 
the  fecond  century,  fince  there  lived  during  that  period 
iaamediate  difciples  of  St.  Jbhn,  and  of  the  other  ApoftleisJ 
And  from  the  middle  of  the  f6cond  Ihroughout  allthe 
following  centuries,  the  accounts  are  too  tiumerous  to 
admit  the  fuppblitipn  of  a  later  forgery.  • 


S    E    C    T-      VI- 

Tejlimonies  rf  the  fatbefs^  and  ctbef  Cbriftian  wHters  ^ 

tbefirjlceniurin.':     "    :  '  * 

IN  our  enquiry  into  the  early  origin  of  tbefe.  writings, 
it  is  natural  to  dii^ed  our  firA  atiCBtian  to  the  paribos 
who  read  and  ftudicd  tliem;.and  ^c  muft  btfe  be  guidttll 
by  the  evidence  of  the  fatbers  of  theiiift  oeaturios ;  4ti 
if  their  works  be  loft,  by  the  fcagiBents  colk&ed,  an^ 
preferved  by  the  accurate.£alehiu««  vThcApoftc^tcff^ 
ibers,  as  they  are  called^  IgnatiusabdiFalycarpi  who  fpeak 
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of  particular  books  of  the  New  Teftamentt,  dcferve  efpc- 
cially  to  be  mentioqjed,  fiiice  it  is  manifefl;  from  their 
writings,  that  fo  early  as  the  firft  century  the  New  Tefta« 
ment  not  only  exifted,  but  was  received -ts  gemiine*  If 
the  adverfaries  of  the  Chriftian  religion  contend  that  the 
works  of  thefe  fathers  likewife  are  a  forgery  %  we  can  pro- 
duce fo  early  as  the  beginning  of  the  fecond  century  the 

*  evidence  of  Papias',  who  knew  the  daugl^ters  of  Philip 
mentioned  in  the  A^  of  the  Apoftles^  and  without  doubt 
therefore  a  number  of  the  immediate  difciples  of  the 
Apoftles  thf|pfelves ;  and  after  Papias  the  authority  of 
Juftin  Martyr*,  who  wrote  fo  early  as  the  hundred  and 
thirty^third  year  of  the  Chriftian  xra.  And  from  this 
period  is  the  number  of  thore^,who  have  not  only  quoted, 
but  commented  on  the  New  Teftament,  fo  v^ry  cQnfider<» 
able,  that  no  Sceptic  can  have  recourfe  to  the  defperatqt  ' 
refuge  of  fuppodng,  either  that  all  thefe  writings  are  a 
forgery,  or  that  the  New  Teftament  was  not  confidq-ed  in 
tb9fe  ages  as  aotient  and  genuine.  In  the  third  century 
the  name  of  Origen  deferves  particularly  to  be  remem- 
bered, a  writer  of  profound  erudition,  and  critical  judge-^ 
ment,  and  acquainted  with  numberlefs  authors  of  anti«» 
quity,  which  in  our  days  are  totally  unknown.  But  to 
introduce  the  long  feries  of  fathers,  who  fucceflively  ap* 
pear  as  evidence  for  the  New  Teftament,  and  to  quot^ 
the  various  paflages  in  fupport  of  its  authenticity  would 
be  not  only  toa  {mtoUx  for  thft^pvelent  undertaking,  but 
even  ufelefs  after  the  learned  labours  of  Lardner^,  to 
whofe  works,  and  Ihofe  of  Left  ^,  I  refer  my  readers  for 
further  information ;  and  will  employ  the  remaining  part 
of  this  feQion  in  endeavouring  to  clear  up  a  difficulty, 
which  has  perplexed  the  critics  in  theological  literature. 
It  has  been  a£ked,  if  the  books  of  the  New  Teftanent 
were  really  written  by  the  perfons,  to  whom  they  a*r 
afcribed,  what  can  be  the  reafons,  that  the  Apoftles  fo 
ieldom  allude  to  rbe  writif^  of  each  other,  and  that 

^  their  writings  again  are  fo  feldom  mentioned  and  quoted 
by  the  Apoftolic  fathers.  The  former  of  thefe  queftions 
baa  been  aofwered  in  the  firft  chapter,  and  with  refpe£t 

t# 
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to  the  Utter  it  may  be  remarked  that  the  firft  centucy 
was  not  the  age  of  quotation  even  among  profane  writers^ ' 
being  the  very  revcrfe  of  the  prefent,  in  which  it  has 
been  faOiionable  to  fijl  whole  pages  with  palTages  from 
other  authors.     And  if  the  Old  Teftatnetit.  which  was 
read  by  the  Jews  and  Chriftians  from  their  childhood, 
made  an  exception  to  that  rule,  yet  this*  exception  cannot 
be  applied  to  the  New  Teftament,  of  which  the  feveral 
parts  we|e  written  at  different  periods,  and  wefe  probably 
not  coUe&ed  into  a  volume  before'  the  end  of  the  firft 
century.    Il  is  therefore  no  objedion  to  the  New  Tefta* 
ment,  if  it  is  fo  feldom  cited  By  the  Apoftolic  fathers ; 
and  even  could  any  one  be  produced,  who  had  not  made 
9  fingle  reference  to  thefe  writings,  it  would  prove  as  little 
«gainft  their  authenticity,  as  St.    Paul's  never  having 
quot^  the  epiftles  of  St.  Peter,  or  the  Gofpels  of  Sc^ 
Matthew  and  St.  Luke.     On  the  contrary,  this  very  cir- 
cumftance  affords  a  (Irong  prefumption  that  the  writings' 
of  thefe  fatheri^  themfelves  are  genuine,  and  that  they  were 
compofed  ^Ij^y  contemporaries  of  the  Apoftles,  at  a  time 
when  the  feveral  books  of  tl)p  New  Teftament  we«e  not 
univerfally  I^own,  nor  become  like  the  Old  Teftament 
a  part  of  Chriflian  education.     This  i^  an  obfervation 
which  has  not  efcaped  thofe,  who  have  attempted  in  later 
ages  to  introduce  their  own  |^odu3ions  under  the  nam«t 
of  (he  early  Chriftians,  as  appears  from  the  fpurious  ho- 
roilries  of  Clemens  Romaiius,  and  the  difputation,  which 
is  there  related  between  St*  Peter,  and  Simon*  the  Ma- 
giciap. 

But  the  omiflion  of  a  fingle  quQtatfon  in  the  genuine 
epiftle,  as  it  is  called,  of  Clemens  Romanus  to  the  Corin^^ 
thians  is  not  only  ftriking^  btit  can  excite  a  ftronger  fuf* 
picion  igainft  the  antiquity  of  the  New  Teftament,  than 
the  united  arguments  of  its  profeffed  enemies.  His  chief 
objedin  tbiscpiftle  is  to  convince  the  Corinthians  of  the 
RefurreftioTi  of  the  dead^  and  he  quotes  to  tha^  purpofe 
ic  variety  of  paffages  from  the  Old  Teftament,  all  of 
which  excepting  Job  xix.  25— *27.  prove  in  fa£l  notliingt 
and  after  reading^  this  epiftle  one  is  rather  inclined  to 

C  4oubi> 
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doubt,  than  believe  a  do6trine  (b  badly  fupporied.  Now 
the  queftion  naturally  arifes,  how  is  ii  poflible,  if  the  firft 
epiftte  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Corinihiami  at  that  time  really 
exided,  that  Clement  could  aegle£t  to  mention  the  fif- 
teenth chapter,  in  which  the  very  dodrine,  which  he 
i^iflied  to  demonftrate,  was  not  only  fupporied  by  the 
bed  arguments,  but  maintained  by  the  authority  of  a 
divine  apoftle"? 

Dr.  Leb,  who  was  the  firft  perfon  that  difeovrred  thh 
difficulty,  has  likewife  explained  it  in  the  following  maia«- 
ner,  viz«  he  is  of  opinion  that  the  obje6i  of  Clement  was 
Father  to  fliew  the  harmony  between  the  Old  and  New 
Teftaraentonlhe  fubjeft  of  the  refurrcQion  of  the  dead, 
than  to  demonftrate  a  dofirine  which  he  prefuppofed  to 
be  true;  that  a  paflage  is  really  to  be  foond  hi  the  forty-* 
iieventh  chapter'  in  which  he  recommends  the  firfl  epiftle 
of  St*  Paul  to  the  Corinthians,  and  as  the  contents  of  this 
epiftle  were  well  known  to  the  Corinthians,  he  thinks  it 
Sufficient  to  quote  theOldTe^ament,  witlisut  kitroduc* 
ing  particular  paflages  from  the  New.  This  explanation 
nay  ferve  to  remove  the  dif^culty  on  the  fuppofition  that 
this  epiflle  of  Clement  be  genuine.  But  I  am  rather  iri» 
cHned  to  entertain  the  fame  fentiments  of  th»  epiftle,  as 
the  learned  entertain  in  general  of  the  otlier  works  attri^ 
buted  to  this  antient  fathgr  ^  The  name  of  Clement 
feema  well  adapted  to  recommend  a  fi£lion,  and  thf 
author  appears  to  betray  the  impofture  by  a  too  ftudied 
ajGFe^lation  of  the  mode  o£  writing  in  the  firft  century. 

Having 

frr^»  OLVTH  fly  xat  K.'nf)«  rt  xat  AotoMa^* 

'.  I  Wetftein  difcovered  a  Syriac,  tranilation  of  two  cfpiftlcs  of  Clement 
ctf  Rome,  whtch  he  bolieved  not  on^  to  be  geauiar  bait  tvtn  canonicsil^ 
and  publiihed  thenv  under  the  ibliowIn|^  title ;  Dust  ej^iAolai  ClementU 
•RomanI  ex  codice  manufcripto  N.  T.  Syrlaci  nunc  prinkum  eniti^i  edidif:. 
Jo.  Jac.  Wetilenlus>  Lugd.  Bat.  1775-  In  aofwep  to  which  J«ardner  wrote 
ft  Diifertation  on  the  two  epiftles  afbribed  to  Ciement  of  Rome,  Utel/ 
publiiked  by  Mi%  WetftexH,  London,  17d3.  Stt  tlft  Tw#  letters 
itft)«nftto  Weflflu^indUcafterbvIt,  17d4'«t. 
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Having  obferired  it  to  be  fafhionable  in  thofe  days  td 
aVoid  quotatiofis,  he  has  carried  the  rule  fo  far  as  to 
tranfgrefs  the  bounds  of  probability  '. 


SECT.        VII. 
Teftimonies  qf  (be  IJeretics  of  the  fitfi  centuries^ 

^r^HE  evidence  lo  be  derived  from  the  heretical 
JL  writers  of  the  firft  centuries  is  ftili  more  important 
in  proving  the  New  Teftament  to  be  genuine,  ihan  even 
that  of  the  orthodox  fathers,  tt  was  the  pra6iice  of  the 
former  not  only  to  falGfy,  or  wrongly  explain  particular 
paffages,  but  to  erafe  fuch,  as  were  not  to  be  reconciled 
with  their  bwn  private  tenets.  Now  this  very  circum- 
ftance  is  a  pofitive  proof,  that  they  confidered  the  New 
Tedament,  with  exception  to  thefe  fingle  paffages,  to  bo 
a  genuine  work  of  the  Apoftles.  They  might  deny  aa 
apoftle  to  be  an  infallible  teacher,  and  banifh  therefore 
his  writings  from  the  facred  canon,  but  they  no  where 
contend  that  the  apoftle  is  not  the  author.  This  confef- 
fion  from  the  mouth  of  an  adverfary  is  the  cleared  evi- 
dence that  can  be  given,  and  as  it  was  made  in  a  period^ 
and  under  circumftances,  when,  had  objeQions  been  pof- 
fible,  ihey  would  infallibly  have  been  produced,  it  ferves 
as  an  irrefiftible  argument  that  the  New  Teftament  is  a 
genuine  work  of  the  Apoftles. 

The  teftimonies  of  this  kind,  which  afford  fuch  poli-% 
tive  evidence,  have  not  been  collefled  in  the  fame  man* 
ner,  as  thofe  of  the  orthodox  fathers.  Lardner,  wha  ha» 
made  fo  ^mple  a  colleflion  of  the  former  in  his.Credi* 
brlity  of  the  Gofpel  Hiftory,  has  almoft  entirely  negleQcd 
the  latter  %  not  becaufe  they  were  unknown  to  him,  but 
becaufe  he  regarded  them  as  unfavourable  to  the  Chrif* 
tian  caufe :  not  confidering  that  for  that  very  reafon  their 
evidence  is  the  fafeft  that  can  be  produced.  They  may 
deny  a9  often  as  they  pleafe  the  divine  million  of  the 
Apoftles,  dr  the  authenticity  of<particular  paftages,  fince 
-  .« «  by 


V 
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by  To  doing  they,  imply  tire  authenticity  of  the  work  ift 
general.  Whoever  maintain^  at  prefent  that  i  John  v*  7» 
was  not  written  by  the  Apoftle,  prefappofes  the  remainder 
of  the  epiftle  to  be  genuine. 

A  colleAion  of  this  nature  would  fwell  this  chapter  to 
a  fize  difproportionate  to  the  reft  of  the  work,  and  render  - 
necelTary  dilquifitions,  which  woiild  be  impi^oper  in  a 
general  introduction  to  the  New.Teftament. .  I  wifti  that 
fome  one  among  the  learned,  who  is  better  qualified  than 
n(iyTelf,  would  attempt  the  colledioot  which  would  be  a 
valuable  fupplement  to  the  works  of  Lardner.  At  pre- 
fent I  will  mention  only  a  couple  of  examples,  which  may  , 
{ttvt  Bs  a  fpecimea  of  the  reft. 

Cerinthus%  a  contemporary  of  St.  John,  a^  we  are  in- 
formed by  the  antient  hiftorians^  maintained  the  necef- 
(ity  of  circumcifion,  and  the  obfervation  of  the  Mofaic 
law;  and  becaufe  St.  Paul  delivered  in  hisepiftles  a  con- 
trary doftrine,  Cerinlhus  with  the  reft  of  his  fed  denied 
him  to  b^  a  divine  apoftle.  Toy  ii  TiaxiX^v  aSftBo-i  Jia  to  ^h 

Vfitftr^ai  Til  trifnofJLift  A\Xa  xot^  ficSAXXsViv  avreif  S^a  r«  Ufn^ 
Xfyftij  c^$y  iy  vofAu  itKonva-^di  rm  X^JS^"^^^  t^ivi^otTij  xdti  on  ia% 

Vf£irf/uivfi0'3^f,  X^ifoc  Mfdkx^  BK  M^fXfio-fi.  Epiphanius  adv. 
Haerefes,  xxviii.  5.'  It  follows  therefor?,  ift,  that  the 
epiftles  of  St.  Paul  exifted  in  the  firft  century,  and  thofe 
too  the  very  fame  which  we  have  at  ptefent,  becaufe  they 
are  not  only  mentioned  but  quoted*.  2dly,  That  Ce- 
rinthus  and  hisTollowerSj  inftead  of  denying  thefe  epiftles 
to  have  been  written  by  St.  Paul,,  allow  them  to  be  a 
genuine  work  of  that  apoftle,  fince  they  contend  for  that 
t^cry  reafon,  that  he  was  a  teacher  of  falfehood.  The 
Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew  on  the  contrary  was  apjpi-oved  by 
the  Cerinthians,  becaufe  it  contained  nothing  contrary  to 
their  tenets'.  This  Gofpel  therefore  exifted  in  the  firft 
cetrtury,  and  was  acknowledged  tp  have  b^n  written  by 
St.  Matthe,w.  *  • 

The  Ebionites,  a  Chriftian  feQ  of  Jewifh  original, 
who  lived  in  the  land  of  Bafan  and  its  neighbourhood, 
in  Piella,  Cpcaba,  Aft^roth,  and  Carnaim,  adopted  as 
their  principal  rule  pf  faith  the  Gofpel  of  Su^Maiihew% 

though 
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though  Ibey  corrupted  ii  hy  various  alterations  and  addi- 
tions; but  they  rejefted  the  authority  of  St.  Paul,  be- 
cau&  his  epiftles  contradi^d  the  Leviticai  law,  that  \%^ 

.  ihey  believed  him  to  be  the  author  of  thefe  epiftles,  and 
held  hint  for  that  reafon  to  be  a  falfe  ipoHle,  I  will 
quote  the  words  (rf  EpjphaniuS,  who  being  a  native  of 
Paleftinc,  and  acquainted  with  the  Hebrew  langiiigei 
•was  able  to' obtain  the  beft  information  concerning  the 
Nazarenes  and  Ebionites.  He  fays,  "  ihcy  had  the*  A^« 
of  the  Apoftles,  wiih  various  additions,  which  go  fo  far 
as  te  accufe  St.  Paul  of  the  artifices  of  a  falfe  Apoftle. 
They  fayuhat  St.  Paiil  has  hitiirelf  confefled,  that  he  Was 
born  atTarfus,  and  conclude  therefore  that  he  was  by 
birth  a  Greek,  appealing  to  his  own  words,  t  am  a  natjve 
of  Tarfus,  a  citizen  of  no  mean  city".  They  pretend  that 

"his  father .imd  mother  were  Greeks,  that  he  came  to  Te- 
rufalem,  where  he  fell  in  love'with  the  daughter  of  ihe 
High  Prieft,  and  that,  in  order  to  marry  her,  he  became 
a^profelyte^j^and  permitted  himfelf  to  becircumcifed:  but 
as  the  marriage  did  not  take  place,  he  was  highly  oflrend- 
ed,  and  wrgteagafuft  circumcifion,  the  fabbath,  and  the 
law''/'  And  again,  {  25,  **  what  have  1  not  to  anfwer  to 
*their  blafphemtes  againft  St.  Paul,  that  they  take  him  for 
a  GrA:ian  and  a  Heathen,  who  afterwards  became  a  pro- 
fclyte,  etc."  Eufebius'  gives  the  fame  defcription  of  the 
E|>ionites,  ^nd  relates  •  that  they  rejeQcd  all  his  epiftles, 
and  called  him  an  apoflate,  "becaufe  he  departed  from 
the  Leviticai  law/  If  this  fed  which  exifted  fo  eafly, 
being  originally  compofed  of  Chriftians,  who  had  fled 
from  Jerufalem  toPclla,  notwithftanding  the  inconvc* 
ifiences,  which  they  in u ft  have  felt  from  the  autlienticity 
of  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  ftill  acknowledged  him  to  be  ihc 
author  ^,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  was  confidered 
as  fuch  from  the  very  carlieft  ages. 

Of  the  heretics,  who  pro^e  ihe  authenticity  of  the 
New  Teftament  by  the  circumftance  of  their  erafing  and 
altering  the  t^xf  m  order  to  make  ii  harpionize  with 

their 

Q  Afts  xxi.  39«  V  Epipban,  Uvref*  xxx.  \  16. 

X  Hift.  EccL  Lib.  III.  c.  »vU. 
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tbeirown  doflrines,  we  may  produce  Marcion'  as  an  in* 
ftance.    He  lived  in  the  beginning  of  the  fecond  century, 
and^after  havingdifcharged during  feveral  years  the  office 
of  pried,  he  quiUed  the  eftablifhed  church,  to  publifh 
his  heretical  tenets  fo  early'as  the  year  136^.     He  lived 
therefore  in  an  age,  when  he  could  €afily  have  difco-* 
vercd  if  the  writings  of  the  New  Teftament  had  been 
forgtd  after  the  death  of  the  Apoflles.  And,  as  be  thought 
Ipiipfelf  grofsly  infuhed  by  the  orthodox  party,  be  could 
l\pt  be  wantincr  in  inclination  to  make  a  difcovery,  which 
woald  have  afforded  him  the  mofl:  ample  means  of  re* 
veiige.    He  had  likewife  the  experience  derived  from  an 
acquaintance   with  foreign  countries,  having   travelled 
frojn  his  birth-place  Sinope  to  Rome,  where  he  after* 
vards  refided^  in  order  to  obtain  a  repeal  of  the  excom- 
ipunication,  which  had  been  denounced  againft  him  by 
his.  native  church,     But  in  the  vaft  extent  of  couhtry, 
which  lies  between  Sinope  and  Rome,  he  was  unable  to 
difcover  the  fmalleft  trace  of  the  New  Teftament's  being 
a  forgery.    He  was  obliged  therefore,  in  order  to  anfwer 
his  purpofes,  to  have  recourfe  to  other  means.    The  Gof- 
pel  of  St.  Matthew,  the£pi(lle  to  the  Hebrews,  with  thofe 
of  St.  Peter  and  St.  James,  as  well  as  the  Old  Teftament 
in  general,  he  faid  were  writings  not  for  Chriftians,  but 
for  Jews.  OfibeGofpel  of5r,  Luke,  and  the  ten  epifties 
of  St.  Paul,  viz.  to  the  Rpmans,  Corinthians,  Galatians, 
l^phffians,   Colo0]ans,  Pbilippians,    Theflalonians  and 
Philemon,  he  undertook  a  very  fevere  critical  recenflon, 
and  publiflied  for  the  ufe  of  h)s  difciples  a  new  edition 
pf  thcfe  books,  in  which  many  paflages  confiderably  dif- 
fered from  the  gf tierally  received  one.     Among  tbefe 
paifages,  which  £piphanius  has  colleded  in  the  eleventh 
fedion  of  his  forty-fecond  herefy,  are  real  inftances  of 
what  modeipn  critics  call  vari$e  k^liones^,  of  which  feve* 
ral  have  been  received  as  genuine,  and  which  were  pro- 
bably occafioned  by  the  manyfcripts  of  Marcion  diffei'- 
ing  in  various  readings  fipin  (bofe  of  £piphanius«    Had 

he 

T  In  determining  the  date  I  i>«ve  been  dire^ed  by  WtlcK^  Hiftorjr  of 
^^  Heretics,  VeL  J.  p.  503. 
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Jic  refted  here,  he  would  have  remained  irreproachable^ 
but  as  this  was  not  fufiicient  to  anfwer  his  purpofe,  be 
fpared  not  a  lingle  text,  that  conCradi£led  bis  own 
opinions  '^ 

The  inference  to  be  deduced  from  wha^t  has  been  here 
advanced  is  this.  That  between  the  years  126  and  160 
in  all  ihe  countries,  which  lay  between  Sinope  and  Rome^ 
no  accounts  could  be  found  that  the  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  were  fpurious,  and  newly  iropofe4  on  the 
vorld  after  the  deceafe  of  the  Apoilles,  who  died  in  the 
period  that  elapfed  between  the  years  69  and  100.  Wc 
mud  not  here  forget  to  remark  that,  among  the  bookt 
acknowledged  by  Marcion  to  be  genuine,  are  thofe  very 
epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  which  afford,  as  we  have  (hewn  in 
the  firft  fedion  of  this  chapter,  the  ftrongeft  demon ftra^i* 
tion  of  the  truth  of  our  religion.  , 
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jfewi/b  and  Btaiben  tefiimonies  for  the  aulbentidfy  of  thf 

Nezv  Tefiament. 

THE  Jewifh  and  Heathen  Teftimonies  to  the  authen-» 
ticity  of  the  New  Teftament  are  equally  impor- 
iant  with  thofe,  which  have  been  laft  mentioned,  and 
Lardner  has  madi^  a  very  large  collection  of  them  in  a 
book*  written  for  that  purpofe.  Very  early  Heathen 
writers- (ian^e  produced,  who  confidered  it  as  a  work  of 
fhe  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts,  and  Chryfoftom  remarks 
very  juftly  in  his  fixth  Homily  to  the  firft  epiftle  to  the; 
Corinthians  *,  that  Celfoa  and  Porphyry,  two  enemies  of 
the  Chriftiao  religion,  are  powerful  witnefles  for  the  an- 
tiquity of  the  New  Teflament,  fince  they  could  not  have 
argued  againfl  the  tenets  of  the  Gofpet,  had  it  not  exiileci 

in 

s  Large  collection  of  antient  Jewldi  and  Heathen  Teftimonles  to  thf 
Truth  of  the  Cbriftlasr  Rf  ligion^  ira4^176r»  4  Vo).  4'<'. 
*  Tom.  X.  P.  47.  . 
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in  that  early  period.     His  words  are  as  follows,  Ixaki 

fiiiXiM  01  Vffi  KffXo'OV,    Xfti   rev   B«TaE»rii>rf|v  rov  /fCT*'  ixfivov, 
Ou  yap  ^f|  Totc  jtAir*  oivrsq  o-vvrsSiieriv  o^freAfyoy. 

I  will  not  appeal  to  the  evidence  of  Lucian*,  fince, 
though  he  fpeaks  of  the  wfkings  of  the  Chriftiansj^  whicfi 
the  Impoftor  Peregrinus  expounds  to  them^  be  oieYitions 
none  of  thefe  writings  by  name;  and  firice  the  Ghriftians, 
with  whom  Lucian  was  acquainted^  made  a^  diftindlion 
between  clean  and  unclean  meats,  for  a  violfition  of 
which  law  they  quitted  the  fociety  of  Pereerirfus  %  and 
as  the  Nazarenes  frequented  the  neighbourhood  of  Lu- 
cian's  refidence,  he  had  probably  beard  only  of  the  Old 
Teftament  and  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew, 
which  were  adopted  by  the  Najsarenes  %  as  the  only  rule 
of  faith.  But  it  is  worthy  of  remark  that  facred  wd^rngs 
of  the  Chriftians  were  known  to  an  heathen  author  fo 
early  as  the  middle  of  the  fecond  century^  were  ;t  only 
the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew. 

Hi$  contemporary  Celfus,  who  wrote  againft  the  Cfarif* 

.  tians  in  the  latter  half  of  the  fecond  centiiry,  nqt  on|/ 
mentions  by  name^  but  quotes  pafTages  from  the  books 
of  the  New  Teftament,  fo  that  it  is  certain  they  were 
the  fame  a^ .  we  have  a^  prefent.  But  inftead  of  fwe)U 
ing  this  jntrodu£^ion  with  extr^6ls  from  Celfus  <,  I  refer 
my  readers  to  the  valvfable  worlds  of  Lardner  ^  Th^ 
following  obfervation  howeyer.deferyes  attentipn.  Celfus 
reproaches  the  Chridians  with  haying  frequently  three  or 
four  different  readings  for  the  lame  text^  or«  as  he  ex- 

'  prefies  it,  that  they  bad  altered  the  Gofpel  three  or  fouj 
di^erent  times^  and^  ^yhen  prelTed  by  their  adverfarieS| 
reciirred  to  that  reading^  vyhich  be(l  fuited  their  pur^ 

^  Lucianu^  de  morte  Peregi-ini,  §  11^  x«i  rvt  /?»(x«nf  r»t  iamv  t^myni^ 
xa>  htaafth  And  §  12»  nret  ^uv9»  ^o»xi^a  ii0'»xe/A»([fTo»  *eu  Xog^i  »c(Oi 
mvrut  iXfy«rrt,  but  this  laft  paflage  fecms  rather  to  allude  to  the  words  of 
confecration  in  the  facrameiit. 

c  §  16.  .4  EplptiaBiuSy  HaereC  xx^  c.  7. 

•  Jewifh  and  Heathen  Teftimonles,  Vol.  II.  Ch,  xviii.  ikSi,  a. 
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pofe^    Origen  anfwers  very  properly  that  he  knew  of  no 
alteratiorvs  except  fucK  as  were  made  by  rtie  Gnoftics^ 
Marcionitesy  Vajentinians,    and   oti\erSy   who  difli^nted 
frotn  the  eftabliibed  church^.    -In  this  cafe  the  queftion 
belongs  to  the  foregoing  fe£liani  and  is  an  additional 
cOnRrmatbn  from  the  mouth  of  an  adverfary  that  the 
Gnoftics  (for  to  thofe  only  is  applicable  what  Celfus  often 
fays,of  the  Chriftians)  acknowledged  the  books  of  the 
New  Tcftamcnt^to  have  been  written  by  the  Apoftles, 
which,  it  is  true,  they  altered\in  particular  texts,  that  it 
.might  the  better  correfpond  with  their  own  tenets.     On 
tfie  othA  hand,  it  is  poflible  that  the  alterations,  with 
iwhicb  Celfus  rjeproaches  the  Chriftians,   were  nothing 
elfe  than  various  readings,  fuch  for  inftance  as  Mark  i.  *. 
inhere  the  reading  in  feveral   manufcripts  is  »  Htraia  rta 
v(6fnrif,  in  which  inftance.  a  Chriftian  might  reply  to 
Celfus,  ^we  find  in  other  manufcripts  tit  ron  vpc^nrott^.* 
From  this  hypott^efii  it  follows  that  the  New  Teftament 
had  exifted  a  cohfiderable  time,  and  been  very  frequeody 
^ranfcribed,  fince  otherwife  three  or  four  different  read- 
ings would  hardly  have  been  found  to  the  fame  text* 

The  teftimony  of  Porphyry  is  ftill  more  important, 
than  that  of  Celfus.  He  li^ved  indeed  an  hundred  years 
later  than  the  laft  mentioned  evidence,  but  this  defi- 
ciency in  point  of  time  is  abundantly  fupplied  by  his  pro- 
found learnipg,  and  feverely  critical  examination  of  the 
facr^d  writings.  He  was  born  in  the  year  233,  of  Tyriab 
origin,  and  called  in  bis  native  language  Malcho':  he 
gs  alfo  ftyled  the  Batanean  f^rom  fiafan^  the  country  of 

his 

.  f  Origeoes  c«Dtta  Celfum,  ^ib.  II.  c.  97.    See  alfo  Lardner's  Jewiih 
f nd  Heathen  Teftimoniesy  Vot.  It.  p.  275. 

**  z  Not  Meleck»  as  Lardner  has.  written  it  by  miftake,  i^idi  is  Hebrew, 
.pat  $yriac  the  languagi;  of  Porpbyiy.  It  were  better  to  retain  the  6reek 
Ma7i;^of9  which  comes  much  nearer  to  the  original* 

^  He  Height  have  been  of  Tyrian  origin  though  born  in  the  country 
of  Baian,  in  which  Tyrian  colonies  were  fettled.  It  is  generally  fup- 
poied  that  Batanea  is  ^  city,  and  the  opinion  is  grounded  on  a  paiTage 
.in  Stephanus  de  Urbibos,  p.  156.  E»r»»t<th  0-vvo»x»»  Iv^iafi  but  | 
^uld  ntthcr  tranflate  avmH%at  a  diftrict  containing  feveral  cities^  than 

UNdeiftand 
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bis  birth*  Unfortunately  for  the  prefent  age,  the  mif«» 
taken  zeal  of  the  Chriftian  Emperors  has  baniQicd  from 
Uie  world  a  fet  of  writings^  which  could  elTentially  ferve 
the  caufe  of  Chriftianityi  aqd  every  real  friend  of  our 
religion  would  gladly  give  the  works  of  a  pious  father  to 
refcue  thofe  of  Porphyry  from  the  flames  ^  His  objec- 
tions to  particular  paflages  of  the  New  Teftament  have 
been  briefly  collefled  by  Mill  in  his  Prolegomena *»  and 
more  at  length  by  Lardner  in  his  Jei^^ifh  and  Heathen 
Teftimonies  *^,  who  rematks  that  even  in  the  few  frag- 
ments that  remain  there  is  mention  made  of  the  Gofpeis^ 
of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St.  John,  the  Afts  of  the 
Apoftles,  and  the  epiitle  to  the  Galatians.  What  then 
Daight  we  not  conclude,  were  the  work^  of  Porphyry 
entire,  efpecially  as  Jerom  fpeaks  of  nuoiberiefs  paOagec 
which  were  the  objeds  of  his  criticifm.  Now  it  appears 
from  the  very  objefliens  that  the  books,  to  which  Por^* 
phyry  alludes,  are  the  fame  which  we  poifefs  at  prefent, 
a^  that  it  never  occurred  to  him  to  deny  that  they  were 
"Written  by  the  Apofties  and  Evangelifts,  whom,  ai^ 
author*  of  thefe  writings^  be  pronounces  illiterate^  and 
unable  to  quote  properly  even  the  OW  Teftament^:  but 
to  St.  Paul  he  lays  a  charge  of  a  different  nature. 

It  is  univerfally  allowed  inat  Porphyry  is  the  mofl:  fcnr 
fible,  as  well  as  moft  fevere  adverfary  of  the  Chriftias 
religion,  that  antiquity  can  produce.  He  was  verfed  not 
0ijly  in  political,  but  pbilofophical  faiftory^  as  appears 
firom  hi;s  Lives  of  the  philofophcrs  :  and  we  are  indebted 

to 

■ 

tmder^and  it  of  a  fingle  town.  THe  cfrcnmftance  that  Bafan  was  th( 
country  fitber  of  Porphyry *i  buth,  or  nfidencet  we  fiiall  fiad  of  im- 
portance. *t 

i  Sccl.  703,  «^  5,  k  Vol.  UL  Ch.  xMvii.  feet.  7  «. 

1  Aq  infiance  of  thU  kind  is  the  obje6liofi  w^Hch'  he  made  to  Matt; 
;cili.  35,  and  Mark  i.  ^,  wliere  he  fays  the  Evasgeliftft  prttend  to  havie 
equated  Ifaiak,  when  in  fa6l  they  have  quoted  Afaph  or  Mala«hi.  Now 
it  is  worthy  of  remark  in  our  prefent  inquiry,  that  Porphyry  lays  this 
charge  t*  the  }£vaog«lift8,  as  it  is  iropfobable  that  be  wouki  hire  been 
jguUty  himfelf  of  the  fault  whUh  be  a&rijbe9  to  St.  Matthew  aad^St,  Markf ' 
and  quota  fbcvEa  thtir  writings^  nnkft  bf  tod  believed  thcRTlb^  be  tlie 

9 


siCT*  VIII.    Aiitbfntidty  of  tht  New  TfftAmetit.  4^ 

tp  him  for  fome  of  the  bed  biftorical  accounts  for  exf 
plaining  the  prophecies  of  Daniel,  as  may  be  gathered 
from  the  extrafts,  which  are  preferved  in  the  comment 
tary  of  Jerom  upon  that  fubjed:  the  explanations  of 
Porphyry  are  for  the  moft  part  fuperior  to  thofe  of  the 
learned  father;  his  accurate  and  extenfive  knowledge  of 
hiftory  enabled  him  to  apply  thofe  paflages  to  Antiocbus 
Epiphanes,  wher^  Jerom  could  difcover  nothing  but  an 
account  of  Antichrift;  and  if  the  twelfth  book  of  thd 
writings  of  Porphyry  were  now  remaining,  we  (hould 
probably  find  it  to  be  the  beft  commentary  on  the  book 
of  Daniel.  His  acquaintance  with  the  Chrillians  was  not 
confined  to  a  (ingle  country,  but  he  had  converfed  with 
them  in  Tyre,  in. Sicily,  and  in  Rome:  his  refidencein 
Ba fan  afforded  him  the  beft  opportunity  of  a  ttrift  inter- 
courfe  with  the  Nazarencs,  who  adopted  only  the  Hebrew 
Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew ;  and  his  thirft  for  philofophical 
inquiry  muft  have  induced  him  to  examine  the  caufe  of 
their  rejefting  the  othi»r  yvritings  of  the  New  Teftament, 
whether  it  was  that  they  confidered  them  as  fpurious,  or 
that,  like  the  Ebionites,  they  regarded  them  as  a  genuine 
work  of  the  A  potties,  though  not  divinely  infpired.  En- 
abled by  his  birth  to  Tludy  the  Syriac  as  well  as  the  Greek 
authors,  be  was  of  all  the  adverfaries  to  the  Chriftian  re- 
ligion the  beft  qualified  for  inquiring  into  the  authenticity^ 
of  the  facred  writings.  He  poffefTed  therefore  every  ad- 
vantage which  natural  abilities,  or  political  fituation 
co«ild  afford,  to  difcover  whether  the  New  Teftament 
was  a  genuine  work  of  the  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts,  or 
whether  it  was  ioipofed  upon  the  world  after  the  deceafe 
of  its  pretended  authors.  JBut  no  trace  of  this  fufpicioQ 
is  any  where  to  be  found,  nor  did  it  ever  occur  to  Por* 
phyry  to  fuppofe  that  it  was  fpurious. 

The  prophecy  of  Daniel  he  made  no  fcruple  to  pra^ 
nounce  a  forgery  1  ^nd  written  after  the  time  of  Antibchus 
Epiph^nes :  his  critical  penetration  enabled  him  to  difv 
cover  the  perfect  coincidence  between  the  prediflions 
and  the  evepts,  and  denying  divine  infpiration  he  found 
.no  other  means  of  fc^lving  U>e  problem.     In  fupport  oS 

this 
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this  hypothefis  he  iifes  dn  argument  which  is  an  equal 
proof  of  his  learning  and  ragacify^  though  his  objedion 
docs  not  a ffeft  the  authority  of  the  prophet;  viz,  from  a 
Greek  Paronomafia  which  he  difcovered  in  the  hiftory  , 
of  Daniel  and  Sufanna",  he  concludes  the  book  to  have 
been  written  originally  in  Greek,  and  afterwards  tranf- 
lated  into  Hebrew*.  Is  it  credible  then  that  fo  faga- 
cious  an  enquirer  could  have  failed  to  have  difcovered  a 
forgery  with  refpeft  to  the  New  Teftament,  had  a  for- 
gery exifted :  a  difcovery  which  would  have  given  him 
the  completed  triumph  by  ftriking  at  once  a  mortal  blow 
pn  the  religion,  which  he  attempted  to  deftroy? 

To  the  evidence  of  Porphyry  might  be  added  that  of 
the  Emperor  Julian,  but  as  he  lived  an  hundred  years 
later,  and  was  alfo  inferior  to  Porphyry  io  his  critical 
Inquiries,  1  (hail  make  no  further  obfervation  upon  this 
lubjeQ,  but  lefer  my  readers  to  the  works  of  Lardner*, 
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S    E  .  C    Tt      IX. 
AntienI  Ver/toni^ 

ANOTHER  important  evidence  for  the  antiquity 
of  the  New  Teftam^t  are  the  antient  verfions,  of 
which  fomc  were  made  fo  eaiiy  as  the  firft  century,  via^ 
a  Syriac,  and  feveral  Latin  veriions,  which  latter  abound*- 
jng  in  Hcbraifms  and  Syriafins  even  in  a  greater  degree, 
than  the  original,  were  manifcftly  made  by  native  Jews^ 
and  therefore  produfiions  of  the  firft  century.  Thefe 
verfions  I  barely  mention  at  prefent,  as  I  (hall  examine 
them  more  fully  in  their  proper  place.  A  book  there- 
fore fo  early  and  fo  univerfally  read  throughout  the  Eaft 
VBk  the  Syriac,  and  throughout  Europe  and  Africa  in  the 
Latin  tranilation,  muft  be  able  to  lay  claim  to  a  high 
antiquity.     To  the  (trange  and  trivial  hypotbefis  that  the 

New 
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New  Teftamem  was  focged  in  the  fifth  century  after  the 
conqueft  of  Italy  by  the  Goths,  the  Gothic  Verfion  of 
Ufphilas  which  was  made  in  the  preceding  century  may 
ferve  for  a  fufficient  anfwer:  but  it  would  be  a  wafte 
of  tioie  to  dwell  any  longer  in  refuting  fuch  trifling 
obje£lions. 


SECT.      X. 


Jnkmal  Evidence;  and  jirft  ibat  derived  from  the  Jiyle  of 

the  Nexv  Teftament. 

THE  firft  and  principal  of  the  internal  marks  of  au- 
thenticity is  the  language  of  the  New  Teftament, 
which  is  written  in  a  (lyle  that  mud  be  ftriking,  not 
only  to  every  man  accuftomed  to  the  Greek  of  the  claffic 
authors,  but  even  to  tbofe  who  are  acquainted  only  with 
the  writings  of  the  fathers.  It  is  principally  diftinguifhed 
by  the  Hebraifms  and  Syriafms,  with  which  thefe  writ«- 
ings  abound,  a  circumftance  too  often  confidered  as  a 
fault,  which  pious  ignorance  even  fo  late  as  the  prefent 
century  has  attempted  to  wipe  away:  not  knowing  that 
thefe  very  deviations  from  Grecian  purity  afford  the 
ftrongeft  prefumption  in  its  favour.  They  (hew  it  to 
have  been  written  by  men  of  Hebrew  origin,a  produ8ion 
therefore  of  the  firft  century,  fince  after  the  deceafe  of 
the  Jewilk  converts  to  ChriQianily  we  find  hardly  aay 
inilance  d^  Jews  who  turnfd  preachers  of  the  Gofpel; 
and  tBe  Chriflian  fathers  were  for  the  moft  part  totally 
ignorant  of  Hebrew.  This  didinguifhing  mark  is  to  be 
found  in  all  the  books  of  the  New  Teftaroent,  though  iu 
different  degrees,  even  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  and 
the  AQs  of  the  Apoflles,  though  the  former  fufficiently 
evince  that  the  author  was  matter  of  the  Greek,  and  the 
latter  ccMitains  various  examples  not  only  of  pure  butelc* 
gant  language.  Nor  have  tnefe  idioms  the  appearance  of 
art  and  defign,  being  exa6lly  fuch  as  might  be  expected 
from  perfons,  who  uled  a  language  fpoken  indeed  where 
they  lived,  but  not  thediale£l  of  their  country.     And  if 
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the  New  Teftament  were  a  forgery  of  the  fecond  or  third 
century^  its  author,  the  better  to  difguife  his  impofturei 
muft  have  ftudied  to  imitate  the  (lyle  of  writing,  which 
might  have  been  expefted  from  the  Apoftles ;  a  fuppo* 
fiiion  totally  incredible.  For  the  lower  order  of  Cbtiftians 
was  too  deficient  in  criticffm  to  perceive  thefe  varioal 
Ihades,  and  too  wanting  in  taiie  to  execute  the  under- 
taking with  fuccefs,  while  the  learned  fathers  of  the  fecond 
and  two  follovjing  centuries  exercifed  their  talents  in 
fearching  into  the  authenticity  of  the  writings  alread)r 
received :  and  had  the  fathers  of  thofe  ages  been  inclined 
to  impofe,  they  were  moftly  devoid  of  the  means^  fince 
thofe,  who  are  ignorant  of  Hebrew  and  Syriac,  wouU 
bardly  introduce  Hebraifms  and  Syriafnos  into  their  writ- 
ingwS.  The  Nazarenes  on  the  contrary,  who  underftood 
Hebrew,  accepted  only  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mathew,  and 
muft  therefore  remain  innocent  of  the  charge  of  having 
forged  the  reft  of  the  facred  writings.  The  difficulty  of 
imitating  the  oriental  ftyle  is  felt  only  by  thofe,  who  are 
eonverfant  with  the  eaftern  writers,  and  the  modern  no- 
vels, written  even  by  m^n  of  tafte  and  genius  under  the 
Mtle  of  Oriental  Tales,  are  as  diftant  from  the  Afiati(^ 
mode  of*  writing,  as'  they  deviate  from  the  European. 
And  yet  if  the  New  Teftament  be  a  forgery,  theChrif- 
tians  of  the  fecond  and  third  century  muft  be  fuppofcd 
capable  of  an  imitation,  which  cannot  be  diftinguifhed 
from  an  original.  On  the  contrary,  the  langtWge  of  the 
early  fathers,  though  not  always  the  pOreftdaffic  Greek, 
has  no  refemblance  to  that  of  the  New  Teftament,  not 
excepting  the  works  of  the  few  who  had  a  knowledge 
of  the  Hebrew,  Origcnes,  Epiphaniiis  or  Juftin  Martyr, 
from  whom  as  a  native  of  Palettine  it  might  with  fome 
reafon  be  expefted. 

Should  any  one  reply  that  tlfc  lame  Hebraic  mode 
of  writing,  which  I  have  ufed  as  an  argument  in  favour 
of  the  New  Teftan[>ent,  is  found  Iik«wife  in  a  very  high 
dfgiee  in  the  book  of  Revelation,  of  which  it  is  doubted, 
and  that  with  jufticcy  whether  it  were  written  by  St.  John, 
and  alfo  iq  iievera)  apocryphat  books;  which  we  have 

long 
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long  rejeded  from  the  facred  canoa,  I  would  grve  the 
following  explanation.  It  cannot  be  concluded  from 
thefe  premifes  alone  that  the  facred  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  were  written  by  thofe  particular  perfons  to^ 
.whom  they  are  afcribed,  but  only  that  they  were  com- 
pofed  either  by  native  Jews,  or  by  perfons  who  by  cod- 
linual  intercourfe  with  that  nation  had  infenfibly  adopted 
the  Jewilh  ftyle.  It  follows  therefore  from  what  Ras 
been  faid  above  that  they  were  written  before  the  year 
120,  a  conclufion  fufHcient  to  anfw'er  our  prefent  purpofe 
when  applied  to  the  books  of  undoubted  authority  ^ 

But  (imilar  as  thefe  writings  are  to  each  other  in  ori* 
ental  idioms,  they  are  equally  di(liQ6t  and  charadteriftie 
in  the  particular  ftyle  of  their  refpeftive  authors.  They 
eannot  then  have  proceeded  from  the  hands  of  a  fingtd 
Impoftor,  and  the  fuppofition  of  their  being  an  accidental 
Cfilledion  of  fpurious  writings  from  different  authors  is 
attended  nearly  with  the  fame  difficulties,  as  the  former 
iiypothe{is«  Whoever  reads  with  attention  the  thirteen 
cpifttes  of  St.  Paul  (for  at  prefent  I  do  not  include  xht 
eplftle  to  the  Hebrews)  muft  be  convinced  that  they 
were  all  written  by  the  fame  author,  who  has  fo  man/ 
^iftinguifliing  marks  that  he  is  not  eafy  to  be  miftaken  \ 
On  all  thefe  thirteen  epiftlcs.  is  impreffed  the  charadter 
of  a  man  well  verfed  in  the  Greek  language^  and  pofp- 
fefled  of  general  erudition,  who  couird  ufe  the  fineft  arid 
even  fevereft  irony,  without  rejefting  the  rul^s  of  de- 
cency, but  who  in  conCbquence  of  his  JewiOi  original, 
and  bis  indifference  with  refpe6i  to  ftyle,  abounded  in 
Hebraifms  and  Syriafms,  and  fometimcs  borrowed  from 
the  place  of  bis  birth  even  the  provincial  expreftions  ot 
Cilicia.  An  equal  degree  of  fimilarity  is  to  be  found  be- 
tween the  Gofpel  and  Epiftle  of  St.  John  ;  and  the  onl/ 
compofitiom  of  the  fame  author  which,  notwithftanding 
their  general  refemhiancc,  betray  a  difference  of  ftyle,  are 
the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke  and  the  A£ts  of  the  Apofties;  his 
Gofpel  abounding  with  harfh  and  uncouth  Hebraifms, 
while  tfa^  A^  of  the  Apofties,  though  not  free  from 

Hebraifms, 
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Hebrai^fnis,  are  written  ki  a  laaguage  that,  approaches 
nearer  to  purity  and  cla (Ileal  corre&nefs.  The  reafon 
of  this  difference  will  be  explained  at  Urge  in  the  fecond 
part.    . 

.The  writings  of  St.  John  and  St^Jaul '  difcovcr  marks 
of  an  original  genius^  that  i\q  imitation  can  ever  attain, 
whiph  always  betrays  itfelf  by  the  very  labour  exerted  to 
cover  the  deception ;  and  if  we  confider  attentively  the 
Various  qualities  that  compoie  the  extraordinary  charader 
of  the  latter  Apoftle,.  we  (baU  find  it  to  be  fucb»  as  no 
art  could  ever  imitate.     His  mind  overflows  with  fenti*- 
ment,  yet  he  never  lofes  (igbc.  of  his  principal  objed, 
but  hurried  on  by  the  rapidity  of  thought  difciofes  fre« 
quently  in  the  middle  a  conctufion  to  be  made  only  at 
ihe  end.     To  a  profound  knowledge  of  the  Old  Tefta* 
ment  he  joins  the  acutenefs  of  philofophical  wifdom^ 
which  he  difplays  in  applying  and  expoundiixg  the  facred 
writings;  aild  his  explanations  are  therefore fometimesfo- 
new  and  unexpected,  that  fiiperficial  obfervers  might  bei- 
tempted  to  fuppofe  them  erroneous.     The  Bre  of  his 
genius,  ^^A  his  inattention  to  ftyle,  occaGon  frequently 
a  twofold  obfcurity,  he  being  often  too  concife*to  be 
i)nderftood  except  by  thofe  to  whom  be  immediately, 
wrote,  and  not  feldom  on  the  other  hand  fo  full  of  Ms 
fubjed,  as  to  produce  lohg  and  diffitult  parenthefes,  and 
a  repetition  of  the  fame  word  even  in  different  fenfes« 
With  a  talent  for  irony  and  faiiie  he  unites  the  moil 
refined  fenfibility,  and  tempers  the  feverity  of  bis  cen* 
fures  by  expreffions  of  tendernef^  and  aifedion ;  nor  does 
he  eVer  forget  i  n  the  vehemence  of  his  zeal  the  rules  of 
modefty  and  decorum.    'He  is  a  writer  in  (hort  of  fofin-* 
galar  and  wonderful  a  compoGtion,  that  it  would  be  difi^ 
Gcult  io  find  a  rival.  .  That  truly  fenfible  and  fagaciou^ 
philofopher  Locke  was  of  the  fame  opinion,  aiid  con* 
landed  that  St.  Paul  was  without  an  equaP. 


«;^v  i*  *•  y- 
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S    E    C    T.      XI. 

Coincidence  of  the  accounts  delivered  in  the  New  Tejlament 

with  the  hijiory  of  thofe  times  \ 

WHOEVER  undertakes  to  forge  a  fct  of  writings 
and  afcribe  them  to  perfons  who  lived  in  a  for- 
mer period,  expofes  himfelf  to  the  utmoft  danger  of  a 
difcordancy  with  the  hiftory  and  manners  of  the  age,  to 
which  his  accounts  are  referred;  and  this  danger  in- 
creafes  in  proportion,  as  they  relate  to  points  not  men- 
tioned in  general  hiftory,  but  to  fuch  as  belong  only  to 
a  fingle  city,  feft,  religion,  or  fchool.    And  of  all  books, 
that  ever  were  written  there  is  none,  if  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  is  a  forgery,  fo  liable  to  deteQion :  the  fcene  of 
action  is  not  confined  to  a  (ingle  coantry,  but  displayed 
in  the  greateft  cities  of  the  Roman  Empire;  allufions 
are  made  to  the  various  manners  and  principles  of  the 
Greeks,  the  Romans,  and  the  Jews,  which  are  carried 
ib  fanwith  refped  to  this  lad  nation,  as  to  extend  even 
to  the  trifles  and  follies  of  their  fchools.     A  Greek  or 
i^finan  Chriftian,  who  lived  in  the  fecond  or  third  cen- 
tOTy,  though  as  well  verfed  in  the  writings  of  the  antients 
as  Euftathius  or  Afconius,  would  have  been  ftill  wanting 
in  Jewilh  literature;  and  a  Jewifti  convert  in  thofe  ages, 
even  the  mod  learned  Rabbi,  would  have  been  equally 
deficient  in  the  knowledge  of  Greece  and  Rome.     If 
then  the  New  Teftameut,  thus  expofed  to  deteftion, 
had  it  been  an  impolture,  is  found  after  the  fevereft  re- 
fearches,  to  harmonize  with  the  hiftory,  the  manners, 
and  the  opinions  of  the  firft  century,  and  fince  the  ttiore 
minutely  we  inquire,  the  more  perfed  we  find  the  coin- 
cidence, we  muft  conclude  that  it  was  beyond  the  reach 
of  human  abilities  to  efFe£luate  fo  wonderful  a,  deception. 
«     I  (hall  not  Qiiter  ifidk)  a  particular  detail  of  the  many 
examples  that«aiay  \ft  produced,  as  the  tafk  has  been 
fo  abty  executed  by  Lardner',  but  (hall  confine  myfelf 
to  a  few  particular  remarks. 

That 
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That  learned  writer  has  employed  much  diligence  and 
erudition  in  anfwering  an  objeftion  to  St.  Matchew*s  re- 
lation of  ihe  maffacre  in  Bethlehem  drawn  from   the 
filencc  of  Jofcphus  upon  that  fubjeft*-    His  anfwer  is  in 
my  opinion  fatisfaClory,  and  the  objeQion  will  be  ftiU 
diminiflied  if  we  take  into  coniideration  the  fize  of  the. 
town,  which  was  froall  and  infignificant.     Admitting  the 
inhabitants  to  amount  to  a  thoufand,   the   number  oF 
males  born  yearly  would  be  between  ten  and  twenty, 
and  fince  ihofe  only  were  murdered  who  were  two  yi5ars 
old  and  under,  it  is  not  probable,  allowing  for  natural 
deaths  in  that  period,  thai  more  than  twenty  children 
fufFered  on  that  occalion.     It  was  fufficient  for  this  pur- 
pofe  to  employ  private  affaflins,  and  there  was  no  necef- 
fity  for  ilTuing  a  public  order.     Jofephus  then  might  be 
either  ignorant  of  the  faQ,  or  think  it  too  infignificant  to 
relate,  when  compared  with  the  greater  cruelties  of  He- 
rod in  Jerufalem.     But  were  the  objeftion  unanfwerable, 
it  would  affeft  not  the  New  Teftament  in  general,  but 
merely  the  two  firft  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  which  may 
be  feparaied  from  the  reft  of  the  Gofpcl,  bectufc  it  is 
(litl  a  queftion  whether  they  belong  to  it  or  not'. 

When  obfcure  palFages,  which  have  perplexed  the 
moft  learned  of  the  commentators,  can  at  once  be  ex* 
plained  by  a  more  minute  knowledge  of  the  Ipecial  hif- 
tory  of  the  times,  it  affords  fufficient  proof  that  the  New 
Teftament  is  not  an  invention  of  later  ages.  Of  this  the 
following  may  ferve  as  examples. 

We  read  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke'  the  anfwer  of 
John  the  Baptift  to  the  foldiers,  who  demanded  of  him, 
iayiag,  What  fhall  we  do  ?  a  queftion  of  importance  in 
the  Chriftian  morality,  whether  the  life  of  a  foldier  be 
agreeable  to  the  precepts  of  the  Gofpel.  But  what  has 
hitherto  occafioned  fo  much  difficulty  is,  who  thefe  fol- 
diers were.  Some  of  the  commentators  have  explained 
them  by  the  guards  of  the  templ^,  ottiers  by  Roman 
ibidiers,  who  would  not  probably  have  frequented  the 
baptifm  of  St.  John,  though  Grotius  goes  fo  far  as  to 
determine  their  particular  deftination,  faying  they  were 

fuch 
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fuch  as  fpent  their  Ifves  in  garrifon,  and  never  look  the 
field  but  on  the  greateft  emergency.  Now  it  happens 
that  the  expreflion  ufed  by  St.  Luke  is  not  foldiers 
(r.f«rid»rai)  but  the  participle  rf*Tfuofnif»i,  i,  e.  men  under 
arms,  or  men  going  to  battle.  Whence  thefe  perfons 
came,  and  on  what  particular  account,  may  be  found  at 
large  in  the  hiftory  of  Jofephus '.  Herod  the  tetrarch  of 
Galilee  wis  engaged  in  a  war  with  his  father-in-law  Are- 
tas,  a  petty  king  in  Arabia  Petraa,  at  the  very  time  m 
which  John  was  preaching  in  the  wildernefs.  Machae- 
rus,  a  fortrefs  fituated  on  an  hill  not  far  from  the  eaftern 
ft  ore  of  the  dead  fea,  on  the  confines  of  the  two  coun- 
tries, was  the  place  in  which  John  was  imprifoned  and 
afterwards  beheaded.  The  army  of  Herod  then  in  its 
march  from  Galilaea  paffed  through  the  country,  in  which 
John  baptized,  which  fufficiently  explains  the  doubt> 
who  the  foldiers  were,  that  propofed  to  him  the  above 
queftion.  So  minute  a  coincidence  in  a  circumftance 
overlooked  by  Grotius,  and  the  reft  of  the  commenta- 
tors, would  be  hardly  difcovered  in  a  forgery  of  later  ages. 

Another  inftance  is  to  be  found  in  the  account  of 
St.  Paul's  appearance  before  the  council  in  Jerufalem, 
and  his  anfwer  to  Ananias*.  Here  ^gain  the  learned 
lirve'^t  with  confiderable  difficulties. 

i.*^^o  this  Ananias  was?  a  queftion  which  Krcbs 
has  eJTplained  in  his  remarks  taken  from  Jofephus  % 
having  (hewn  him  to  be  the  fon  of  Nebedeni. 

2.  How  it  can  be  reconciled  with  Chronology  that 
Ananias  was  called  at  that  tioae  High  Pried,  when  it  is 
certain  from  Jofephus,  that  the  time  of  his  holding  that 
office  was  much  earlier. 

3.  Vimm  it  comes  to  pafs  that  St.  Paul  fays,  <'  I  wift 
not,  brethren,  that  he  was  the  High  Pricft  :*'  fince  the 
external  marks  of  office  muft  have  determined  whether 
he  were  or  not ;  a  jeft  would  have  ill  fuiied  the  gravity 
of  a  tribunal,  and  a  falfchood  ftill  Icfs  the  chara£ler  of 
St.  Paul. 

On 
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On  all  thefe  obrcurities  is  ihrown  the  fuUed  light,  as 
foon  as  we  examine  the  fpecial  hiftory  of  chat  period,  a 
light  which  is  not  confined  to  the  prefent,  but  extends 
itfelFto  the  following  chapters,  infomuch  that  it  ^unnot 
be  doubted  that  this  book  was  written,  not  after  the  de^ 
llruftion  of  Jerufalem,  but  by  a  perfon  who  wa^  con* 
temporary  to  the  events,  which  are  there  related.^ 

Ananias  the  fon  of  Nebedeni  was  High  Piioft  at  the 
time,  that  Helena  queen  of  Aiiiabene  fuppiied  the  Jews 
with  corn  from  Egypt',  during  the  famine  which  took 
place  in  the  fourth  year  of  Claudius,  mentioned  ip  the 
eleventh  chapter  of  the  Afts.  St.  Paul  therefore,  who 
took  a  journey  to  Jerufalem  at  that  period',  could  not 
have  been  ignorant  of  the  elevatibn  of  Ananias  to  that 
dignity.  Soon  after  the  holding  of  the  firit  council,  as 
it  is  called,  at  Jerufalem,  Ananias  was  difpoffelfed  of  his 
office,  in  confequence  of  certain  acts  of  violence  between 
the  Samaritans  and  the  Jews,  and  fent  prifoner  to  Rome'', 
whence  he  was  afterwards  releafed  and  resumed  to  Jeru- 
falem. Now  from  that  period  he  could  not  be  called 
High  Fried  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the  word,  though  Jo- 
fephus^  has  fometimes  given  him  the  title  of  af;^iifiv; 
taken  in  the  more  exienfive  meaning  of  «  Prieft,  who 
had  a  feat  and  voice  in  the  Sanhedrim  ^ ;  and  Jomttb^, 

though 

t  Jofephi  Anticjuit.  Lib.  XX.  c.  v.  feft.  »  AAs  xv. 

w  Jofephi  Antiquit.  Lib.  XX*  c.  vi.  fe£l.  ii.  i 

»  Antiquit.  Lib.  XX.  c.  ix.  feft.  2.     Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  II.  c.  xvii.  feft*  ^.* 

J  A|;^if^iK  in  the  pi.  number  is  frequently  ufed  in  the  N.  T.  when 
alluiion  is  made  to  the  Sanhedrim,  which  was  divided  into  the  following 
clafles.  1.  A^;(ti^iK>  High  Priefts.  2.  n^icr€uTf^6t>  Elders,  m  Heads  of 
families,  who  had  a  voice  in  the  Sanhedrim.  3.  T^a^iJ!.»riiit  ^r  Aflbflqrs  on 
the  Bench  of  the  Learned.  Jofephus  likewife,  in  the  laft  period  of  the  Jewifli 
flatet  ufes  ^^ui  and  et^x^H'^i  ^"  oppofition  to  each  other  (Antiquit.  Lib.  XX. 

C.  vii\,  £  8.)  f|«9rTiTa»   x«»    tok  a^x'^%^^vcr%    fucriq  «rgoj   t»?   ii^sKi ' 

roff-avrri  h  t^q  o,^y(}t^aq  x«TEXaCci>  uimh^at,  xa»  ToXfAa>  A/r*  ^oa  firffAViiy 
^tfX»(  fToXfA«;i>  i9r»Ta$  aXtova^y  Ti^f  >,vji^oyi.vni^  t»(  Tot$  hi^ivcif  o(pthXofAt9»i 
itxurcci*    And  again,  c.  ix.  f.  2%     It  is  to  be  lamented  that  he  no  where 

precifely 


SECT.  xj#      A}itheniiciiy  of  the  New  Teftamenf.  53 

though  we  are  not  acquainted  with  the  circumftances  of 
his  elevation,  had  been  raifed  in  the  mean  time  to  the 
fupreme  dignity  in  the  Jewifli  Church.  Between  the 
death  of  Jonathan,  who  was  miurdered*  by  order  ^f  Fe- 
lix, and  the  High  Priefthood  of  Ifmael,  who  wasinvelled 
with  that  office  by  Agrippa%  elapfed  an  interval,  in  which 
this  dignity  continued  vacant.  Now  it  happened  pre- 
cifely  in  this  interval  that  St.  Paul  was  apprehended  in 
Jerufjttetn:  and,  the  Sanhedrim  being  deiliiute  of  a  Pre- 
fident,  he  undertook  of  his  own  authority  the  difcharge 
of  that  office,  which  he  executed  with  the  greateft  ty- 
ranny  \  It  is  poffible  therefore  that  St.  Paul,  who  had 
been  only  a  few  days  in  Jerufalem,  might  be  ignorant  that 
Anaryias,  who  bad  been  difpofTeffed  of  the  Priefthood, 
had  taken  upon  himfelf  a  truft  to  which  he  was  not  en- 
titled; he  might  therefore  very  naturally  exclaip,  "  I 
vrtft  not,  breibren,  that  he  was  the  High  Prieft !"  Ad- 
mitting him  on  the  other  hand  to  have  been  acquainted 
with  the  faft,  the  expreffion  muft  be  confidered  as  an 
indirefl  reproof,  and  a  tacit  refufalio  recognize  ufurped 
authority. 

A  pafTage  then,  which  has  hitherto  been  involved  in 
obfcurity,  is  brought  by  this  relation  into  the  cleareft 
light;  and  the  whole  hiftory  of  St.  Paul's  iropriionment, 
the  confpiracy  of  the  fifty  Jews*^  with  the  confent  of  the 
Sanhedrim,  their  petkion  to  Feftus  to  fend  him  from 
Caefarea  with  an  intent  to  murdev^him  on  the  road**,  are 
fafls  which  correfpond  to  the  oharaftcr  of  the  times  as 
defcribcd  by  Jofcphus,  who  mentions  the  principal  per- 

fons 


precifely  detei-mines  the  meaning  of  »^x**C'*^*  ^"^  *^  appears  from  variotit 
parages  of  the  N.  T.  that  it  muft  have  one  of  the  following  fenfes — either 
all  thofe  priefts  who  had  a  feat  in  the  Sanhedrim,  or  the  heads  of  the 
twenty-four  claflfrs  into  which  the  order  of  priefts  was  divided,  or  fuch  as 
faid  formerly  difcharged  the  office  of  High  Prieft,  and  after  quitting  thatt 
charge  reca'uied  a  feat  in  the  Sanhedrim  s. 

ar  Jof.  Ant.  L.  XX*  c.  viii.  f.  5.  «' Ant.  Lib.  XX.  c.  viii.  f.  8. 

»»  Ant.  L.  XX.  c.  ix.  f.  «.  «  AasVxiii.  12— 15.' 

4  A£ls  XXV.  3. 
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Tons  recorded  in  the  AGts,  and  paints  their  profligacy  in 
colours  evun  ftronger  than  thofe  of  St.  Luke. 

Whoever  attentively  reads  the  New  Teftament  will 
continually  find  examplf^  of  this  nature.  And  it  is  fuf<- 
ficicnt  in  anfwer  to  the  queflion,  *  Is  the  New  Teftament 
antfcnt  and  genuine  ?'  to  reply,  '  Compare  it  with  the 
hiftory  of  the  times,  and  you  cannot  doubt  of  its  au«> 
thenticity*/ 


SECT.      XII. 

OhjeSions  drawn  from  real  or  apparent  coniradiHions  be^ 
tween  the  accounts  of  profane  authors^  and  tbofe  gf  the 
New  Tefiament^  particularly  thofe  of  St.  Luke. 

IT  cannot  be  denied,  that  in  a  few  particular  fads  the 
writings  of  t^e  New  Teftament  difagree  either  realty 
or  apparently,  with  the  relations  which  have  been  given 
by  profane  hiftorians.  Of  all  the  facred  authors,  there  .is 
no  one,  who  fo  frecyiently  ftands  expofed  to  thi^  charge 
9S  St.  Luke,  who  in  all  other  refpefis  appears  to  the  moft 
advantage  when  put  in  competition  with  other  writers; 
and  perhaps  I  am  not  miftaken  when  I  alfert,  that  as 
many  doubts  of  this  naiyre  may  be  raifed  againft  St^ 
Luke  alone,  as  againft  the  other  Apoftles  and  Evange- 
lifts  put  together.  • 

Thefe  hifiorical  objiflions  muft  be  divided  into  two 
feparaie  claffes,  which  we  muft  take  care  not  to  con- 
found. .  ' 

1.  Such  as  would  demonftrate  a  book  not  to  have 
been  written  by*lhe  author,  to  whom  it  is  aficribed. 

a.  Siich  as  would  prove  only  that  the  author  was  •mif- 
taken, and  therefore  not  divinely  infpired. 

The  former  kind  alone  belongs  properly  to  this  fec- 
tion  ;  but  a&  it  may  appear  difficult  to  make  the  proper 
diftindion,  and  examples  of  the  latter  fort,  if  too  aume* 
roiM  in  any  work,  would  depreciate  its  authority,  to  avoid 
recurring  hereaft^f  to  the  fame  fubje£i,  I  will  give  in* 
fiances  of  both. 

To 
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To  the  firft  ciafs  belongs  the  following,  \vhich  is  al- 
moft  the  only  inftance  to  be  found.  St.  Paul  relates  in 
his  fecond  epiftle  to  the  Corintluanb%  that  in  Damafcus 
the  governor  under  Aretas  the  king,  kept  the  city  of  the 
Oamafcenes  with  a  garrifon,  defirous  to  apprehend  him; 
and  that  through  a  window  in  a  bafket  he  was  Jet  down 
by  the  wall,  and  efcaped  bis  hands.  The  queilion  which 
naturally  arifes  is,  what  authority  could  a  governor  under 
Areta5,  a  petty  king  in  Arabia  Petraea,  have  in  Damaf* 
cus,  a  city  belonging  to  the  Romans?  We  read  neither 
in  the  works  of  Jofephus,  nor  in  thofe  of  any  other 
authc^r,  that  Damafgns  was  ever  fubjefl  to  the  dominion 
of  Aretas;  and  to  judge  from  the  eighteenth  book  of  the 
Jewifti  Antiquities^  which  correfponds  with  the  period 
of  St.  Paul's  journey  10  Damafcus,  the  city  muft  have  be- 
longed at  that  very  time  to  the  Romans,  fince  Flaccus  is 
defcribed  as  judge  in  a  difpute  between  the  Damafcenes 
and  Sidonians  relating  to  the  boundary  of  the  two  dif- 
trids.  And  what  increafes  the  difficulty  is  the  circum^^ 
ftance  that  the  governor,  who  might  be  fuppofed  an 
heathen,  was  fo  partial  to  the  Jews,  that  St.  Paul  was  ex- 
pofed  to  more  danger  than  in  Jerufalem  itfelf.  Now,  if 
this  defcription  of  the  circumitances  of  St.  Paul's  efcapc 
were  an  adual  violation  ofhiftorical  truth,  it  would  prove 
not  only  that  the  epidle  was  not  divinely  infpired,  but 
that  the  Apoftle  was  not  the  author,  (ince  he  could  not 
have  been  ignorant,  during  his  (lay  at  Damafcus,  to 
whom  the  city  was  fubjed,  and  whether  the  Governor 
was  an  heathen  or  a  Jew. 

The  force  of  thefe  obje£lions  has  been  confiderably 
weakened,  in  a  dilTertation  publifhed  in  1755,  De  eth- 
narca  Aretae  Araburo  regis  Paulo  infidiante,  by  J.  G. 
Heyne,  who  has  (hewn  it  to  be  highly  probable,  firft, 
that  Aretas,  againfi  whom  the  Romans  not  long  before 
the  death  of  Tiberius  made  a  declaration  of  war,  which 
they  neglected  to  put  in  execution,  took  the  opportunity 
of  feizing  Damafcus,  which  bad  once  belonged  to  his 
wceftors;  an  event  omitted  in  Jofephus^  as  forming  no 

•  Ch.  xi.  dS.  '  Cap.  vi.  fe£t.  3. 
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part  of  the  Jewifh  Hiftory,  and  by  the  Roman  Hifto- 
rians  as  being  a  matter  not  flattering  in  itfelf,  and  4)e- 
longing  only  to  adiftant  province:  fecondly,  that  Areta» 
tvas  by  religion  a  Jew,  a  circumRance  the  more  credible, 
when  we  reflect  that  Judaifm  had  been  widely  propagated 
in  that  country,  and  that  even  kings  in  Arabia  Felix  had 
recognized  the  law  of  Mofes.  The  difficulty  then  is  fa 
far  removed,  that  it  ceafes  to  create  fufpicion  againft  an 
epiftle,  which  has  fo  many  evident  marks  of  authenticity  f 
and  it  is  only  to  be  regretted  that,  in  order  to  place  the 
fubjefl  in  the  cleareft  point  of  view,  we  are  not  fuffici- 
enily  acquainted  with  the  particular  hiftory  of  Damafcus, 
I  can  produce,  however,  a  fragment  which  is  taken  from 
an  aniient  tradition  preferved  in  the  Tabulae:  Syrian  of 
Abulfeda';  bud  would  recommend  to  thofe  who  would 
criticifeonthis  matter,  to  read  the  Arabic- Original,  and 
not  U)e  Latin  Tranflation.  In  fpeaking  of  the  great 
mofque  at  Damafcus,  he  fays,  '^  the  walls  exifted  from 
the  days  of  the  Sabii,  (i.  e.  Heathens)  whofe  houfe  of 
worihip  (temple)  it  had  been.  Afterwards  it  belonged 
to  the  |ews,  and  after  that  again  to  idolaters.  About  this 
time  John,  the  fon  of  Zacharias,  (i.  e.  the  Baptift)  was  - 
put  to  death,  and  his  head  ftuck  on  that  gate  of  the 
tnofque  which  is  called  the  gate  Girun.  From  that  time 
the  Chriflians  had  it  in  poifeflion,  and  kept  it  till  the  be- 
ginning of  the  Muhammedan  religion."  It  appear^  then 
that  this  houfe  of  worfhip,  which  was  originally  a  Hea- 
then temple,  was  in  the  hands  of  the  Jew>s  abovit  the 
time  of  John  the  Baptift,  and  that  it  afterwards  returned 
to  its  former  deftination.  Now  this  is  hardly  to  be  ex* 
plained  on  any  other  than  the  following  hypothefi^,  viz.. 
ithat.Aretas,  who  was  a  contemporary  of  John  the  Baptift, 
made  a  conqueft  of  Damafcus,  and  being  himfelf  a  Jew, 
permitted  that  nation  to  convert  the  temple  into  a  lyna- 
gogue,  an  indulgence  hardly  to  be  expe£led  from  the 
Romans;  and  that,  when  the  city  again  fubmitted  to  the 
arms  of  Rome,  the  temple  was  reftored  to  its  original 
poffcflors.  With  refpeft  to  the  head  of  John^  it  is  pr»-  * 
bible  that  this  part  of  the  account,  as  heard  by  Abulfeda, 

was 

8  P.  15, 16,  of  Kochlcr's  edition. 
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was  a  miftake,  and  that  theantient  tradition  of  Damafcus 
had  been  disBgured  by  being  modelled  into  the  form  of 
Muhamfliedan  manners.  It  is  true  that  John  was  be-' 
headed  at  that  period,  though  not  at  Damafcus ;  but  the 
Jews  wore  not  accuftomed  to  adorn  their  fynagogucs 
with  the  heads  of  the  executed.  Herod  onjihe  other  hand 
would  have  avoided  a  meafure^  which  could  perpetuate 
the  memory  of  an  event  painful  to  himfelFand  odious 
to  his  fubjefls,  and  Aretas  would  rather  have  canonized 
thin  have  expofed  xm  pubiic  fhame  the  head  of  a  pecfon, 
who  bad  forfeited  his  life  for  cenfuring  the  marriage  of 
Hemd  with  Herodias,  the  rival  and  enemy  of  Aretas's 
daughter.  If  that  part  of  the  tradition  be  true,  it  can 
mean  only  that  a  head  had  been  carved  in  (lone  over  Ae 
door  of  the  temple,  and  dedicated  to  John  the  Bapcift 
during  the  time  that  the  city  was  fubje6l  to  Aretas,  for 
the  opinion  that  the  Jews  admitted  in  no  cafe  the  intro- 
duflion  of  images  is  ungrounded.  By  this  explanation 
then  the  paifage  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  is 
not  only  freed  from  an  heavy  charge,  but  if  I  may  ufe 
the  expreflSon,  acquitted  with  honour.  And  hence  we 
may  ^U)laia  the  reafon  why  the  Jews  were  permitted  to 
cxerclvin  Damafcus  perfecutions  (till  feverer  thanthofe 
in  Jerufalcm,  where  the  violence  of  their  zeal  was  awed 
by  the  moderation  of  the  Roman  policy.  Of  this  we 
find  an  example  in  the  ninth  chapter  of  the  A£ts,  where 
Paul  is  fent  by  the  High  Prieft  to  DM^mafcus  to  exercife- 
againft  the  Chriftians, .  cruelties  whien  the  return  of  the 
Roman  governor  had  checked  in  Judaea.  Thefe  ac« 
counts  agree  likewife  with  what  is  related  in  Jofephus,. 
tha(  the  number  of  Jews  in  Damafcus  amounted  to  ten 
tboufand,  and  that  almofl  all  the  women  **,  even  thofe 
whole  hulbands  were  heathens,  were  of  the  Jewifti  re- 
ligion *. 

But 

^  The  ceremony  of  circumcifioB  Jkrevented  thofe  of  the  male  fex  from 
becoming  convert$  to  a  religton,  which  alone  was  agreeable  to  reafon, 
taught  the  doctrine  of  the  one  true  God. 

-   ^  Jofephus  de  Btllo  Jud.  Lib.  II.  c,  xx.  f.  S. 
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But  to  proceed  to  examples  of  the  fecond  kind.  Thefe 
are  fuch  as  would  (hew  a  writer  to  have  committed  a 
chronological  or  hiftorical  error,  .and  tJ^refQie  (bat  he 
was  not  divinely  iiifpired,  but  afford  no  ground  to  CQn* 
elude  that  he  was  not  the  author  of  the  writingsi  which 
bear  his  namq^  fince  miftakes  may  be  difcovered  in  the 
mod  accurate  hiflorian.  Could  it  be  proved,  For  in* 
fiance,  beyond  the  pqiSbility  of  a  doubt,  that  St.  Luke 
was  miftaken  in  the  time  that  Quiriniut^eld  the  taxation 
in  Ju4ara>  or  that  Theudas  •xcite4  a  fedition;  wer9.it 
certain  that  he  had  wron^y  related  either  the  riot  of  liy 
Egyptian,  or  the  death'  of  John  the  Baptift;  the  infe- 
rence indeed  might  be  deuced,  that  he  was  not  To  ac-» 
Ciirate  in  his  inquiries  as  he  had  prornifed  in  the  preface 
to  his  Gofpel;  and  that  the  accounts,  which  he  gathered 
from  eye-witneffes  to  the  (everal  fa6ls,  were  cither  falfely 
underftood,  or  imperfeflly., remembered:  but  fince  the 
name  determines  nothing  in  the  prefent  inftance,  and 
the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  with  the  Gofpel  afcribed  to  St. 
Luke,  muft  have  had  ^n  author,  there  is  no  ground 
whatlbever  for  denying  them  to  be  a  work  of  the  Evan* 
gelift,  and  afcribing  them  to  an  anonymous  writer. 

It  has  been  remarked  above,  that  the  chief  difficulties 
of  this  nature  are  to  be  found  in  St.  Luke,  who  was  not 
a  native  of  Pajeftioe,  but  having  accompanied  St.  Paul 
thither,  made  only  a  ihort  itay  in  Jerufailem,  and  ipent 
.  the  greateft  part  of  his  time  in  Cxfarea.  The  obje6tioD 
then  would  relate  only  to  the  writings  of  St.  Luke,  and 
not  to  thofe  of  the  Apoftles  Matthew,  John,  Paul,  and 
Peter.  St.  Luke  was  not  an  Apoftle,  and  I  muft  con- 
fefs,  that,  in  treating  this  fub^A  more  fully  in  the/ol^ 
lowing  chapter,  I  Chall  be  under  the  neceflity  of  making 
a  diftinflion  between  the  infpiration  of  his  writings,  and 
thofe  of  the  above-named  Apoftles. 

But  even  admitting  fome  trifling  errors,  from  which 
no  human  being  is  exempt,  he  ceafes  not  to  be  a  moft 
valuable  hiftorian,  efpecially  in  the  AQs  of  the  Apoftles, 
where,  he  fpeaks  either  as  eye-witnefs  himfelf,  or  in- 
ftruded  by  St.  Paul,  the  companion  of  his  journey.     It 

cannot 
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cannot  be  denied,  on  the  other  hand^  that  this  hypothefis 
would  lower  the  degree  of  certainty  in  the  accounts  con- 
tained in  his  Gofpel  alone,  a^d  not  mentioned  by  the 
other  Evangelifts;  and  would  in  fome  meftfure  afFedi  his 
beautiful  and  pathetic  relation  of  the  dying  malefa8tor 
on  the  crofs,  a  relation  which  is  difficult  to  be  reconciled, 
without  violating  the  laws  of  criticifm,  with  that  of  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark. 

But  impartiality  requires  that  we  (houid  examine  this 
fubjefl  more  at  large,  and  inquire  who  are  the  writers 
that  contradifl  him,  and  whether  the  diflPerence  is  by 
no  explanation  to  be  removed.  The  principal  perfon  is 
Jofephus,  who  is  indeed  a  valuable  author,  but  whofe 
excellencies  by  no  means  exempt  him  from  the  danger 
of  error^;  and  I  could  produceexamples  not  only  of  his 
relating  the  fame  ftory  differently  in  diiFerent  places,  but 
even  where  iie  is  equally  miftaken  in  each.  When  St. 
Luke,  then,  and  Jofephus  differ  in  their  accounts  of  the 
fame  fa8,  the  queftion  is,  which  of  the  two  writers  has 
given  the  true  one?  And  here  it  is  not  a  little  extraordi- 
nary^  that  without  further  inquiry  it  is  univerfally  deter- 
mined in  favour  of  the  latter,  as  if  Jofephus  were  in- 
fpired,  and  whof^er  contradiSed  him  muft  of  courfe  be 
miftaken.  This  is  a  method  of  proceeding  which  is 
applied  on  no  other  occafion ;  and  it  is  ufual^  when  we 
eflimate  the  refpedive  merits  of  two  hiilorians,  to  place 
them  both  in  an  equal  balance,  that  the  fcale  may  pre- 
ponderate in  favour  of  the  moft  deferving.  And  among 
the  circumftances  which  tend  to  this  preponderance,  is 
furely  the  preference  due  to  an  hiftorian,  who  defcribes 
events  to  which  he  is  himfelf  contemporary,  above  him 
who  relates  from  htariay  or  tradition,  or  to  an  author, 

who 

^  This  is  not  the  place  for  pointing  out  the  miftakes  of  Jofephus,  but 
the  reader  may  iind  many  examples  in  the  notes  which  I  have  fubjoined  to 
my  tranilation  of  the  firft  book  of  the  Maccabees,  efpecially  p.  30— 34» 
where  I  have  pointed  out  the  miftake  of  Jofephus,  with  refpcct  to  the 
citadel  (Ax^a)  on  mount  Sion,  who  has  defcribed  it  as  iituated  on  a  dif- 
ferent ntountain,  to  which  Geographers,  feduced  by  his  authority^  have 
given,  the  name  ©f  Acra*. 
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who  makes  a  particular  ftiidy  of  that  fingle  portion  of 
hiftory,  which  is  the  objed  of  inquiry,  and  is  perfonally 
acqaainttd  with  the  refpc3ive  charaSers  which  are  in* 
troduced,  above  an  author  who  wriies  only  a  general 
hiftory  of  a  nation  or  empire.  For  inftance,  if  I  wiJhed 
to  be  mintHely  informed  in  any  circumftance  relating  to 
the  blockade  and  the  taking  of  Gotiingen  by  the  French 
in  the  feven  years  war,  I  would  rather  have  recourfe  to 
an  author  who  had  written  a  particular  hiftory  of  that 
city,  than  to  one  who  had  written  a  hiltory  of  Germany 
at  large.  For  the  fame  reafon,  in  the  cafe  of  John  the 
Baptift^s  imprifonment  and  death,  I  would  fooner  give 
credit  to  the  Evangelifts  than  Jof«phu$. 

The  difference  which  I  have  mentioned  between  a 
contemporary  and  a  lafcr  hiftorian,  deferves  more  mi- 
nutely to  be  examined.  The  period  of  hiftory,  in  which 
we  are  nioft  frequently  deficient,  is  that  whkh  relates  to 
the  laft  twenty  or  thirty  years  before  our  birth,  and  the 
time  of  our  childhood  and  youth  :  and  we  are  more  apt 
to  make  miftakes  in  matters  belonging  to  this  interval 
than  in  thofe  of  a  remoter  age.  The  reafon  is,  that  our 
hiftorical  works  ufually  ccafe  before  the  commencement 
of  that  period,  our  knowledge  ihereforertf  the  former  part 
is  grounded  on  hearfay,  and  for  the  latter  part  we  are  too 
young  to  obfcrve  the  tranfaBions  of^  the  times.  In  the 
ages  of  antiquity  this  was  more  remarkably  the  cafe  than 
in  the  prefent  century,  in  which  the  daily  papers  and 
periodical  journals  may  fupply  the  place  of  more  regular 
annals;  but  it  was  far  otherwife  in  the  days  of  Jofephus, 
who  had  no  predeceffor  in  the  Jcwifh  Hiftory,  from 
whom  he  could  derive  a  knowledge  of  the  times  that  im- 
mediately  preceded  his  birth.  Thete  is  a  period  then  of 
forty  or  fifty  years,  in  which  even  with  the  moft  diligent 
inquiry,  he  was  more  expofed  to  error  efpecially  in^the 
dates,  than  in  more  diftant  ages^  where  he  had  the  ad* 
vantage  of  written  accounts.  This  period  is  eafy  to  be 
determined,  as  he  was  born  in  the  firft  year  of  Caligula^ 
and  therefore  not  long  before  St.  Paul's  efcape  from  Da- 
mafcus' :  it  commences  between  twenty  and. thirty  years 

befofc 

1  2  Cor.  li.  2^,  83. 
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before  his  birth,  and  continues  to  his  eightcnth  or  t^ren- 
tieih  year,  before  which  iivnt.  he  was  hardly  capable  of 
collefting  nnaterials  for  an  hiftory  '.  To  this  muft  be 
added  that  he  fpent  three  years  in  the  defert  with  Banun, 
an  afcetic  enthufiaft,  whence  he  returned  in  his  one 
and  twentieth  year,  and  therefore  about  three  years  be- 
fore the  journey  of  St.  Paul  to  Jerufalem,  defcribed  in 
the  twenty^firft  and  twenty-fecond  chapters  of  the  Afts, 

To  apply  ihefe  principles  to  one  of  the  inoft  obvious 
contraittfiions  bet\yeen  Jofephus  and  St.  Luke.  Ga- 
maliel", in  a  fpeech  held  in  the  fame  year  in  which 
Chrift  was  crucified,  fpeaks  of  one  Thcudas  who  had 
raifed  a  fedition  before  the  fiift  taxation  of  the  Jews 
under  Quirinius":  Jofephus  on  the  contrary  refers  the 
fedition  of  Theudas  to  the  government  ofFadiis*,  a 
period  eleven  years  later  than  the  time  in  which  Gama- 
liel made  his  fpeech  ;  and  he  differs  fo  materially  from 
St.  Luke,  even  in  the  chief  circumftances  as  to  give  it 
the  appearance  of  a  different  event.  The  Theudas  men- 
tioned  in  the  Acts  has  only  four  hundred  followers,  the 
Theudas  of  Jofephus  perfuadesa  very  confiderable  num- 
ber (tov  jffXuToy  ©x^ov)  to  follow  him  to  the  river  Jordan: 
the  former  is  mentioned  by  Gamaliel  as  an  initance  in 
which  the  moderation  of  government  had,  without  the 
intervention  of  arms,  permitted  a  fedition  to  die  away  of 
itftjf;  of  the  latter  Jofephus  fays  that  *  Fadus  left  not 
Theudas  and  his  party  in  quiet  pofleflion  of  their  fana- 
ticifm,  but  fent  a  troop  of  horfe,  who  killed  many  of 
them,  and  made  a  ftill  greater  number  prifoners,  among 
whom  was  Theudas  himfelf^  whofe  head  was  cut  off  and 
brought  to  Jerufalem.' 

Now  if  thefe  oppofite  relations  are  not  Hi  be  recon* 
ciled,  I  fliould  not  hefitate  a  moment  to  give  the  pre^ 
ference  to  St,  Luke,  It  is  true  tjaat  the  point  in  quefiion 
lay  witbpGt  trie  cinl^  of  his  own  experience,  but  he  was 

on 

.     m  Aas  V.34--3C- 

^  This  appears  from  v.  37.  Mita  r^Toy  cLnrn  luicti  o  TahiKcLio^  i»  T»t( 

P  Antiquit.  Lib.  XX.  c.  v.  il  1. 
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on  the  other  hand  inftruftcd  by  St.  Paul  a  difciple  of 
Gamaliel,  and  who  could  not  be  unacquainted  with  what 
his  mafter  had  publicly  fpoken  on  fo  remarkable  an  oc- 
cafion.  And  inftead  of  fuppofing  that  St.  Luke  has 
woven  into  the  fpeeeh  of  Gamaliel  an  account  of  an  in- 
furreftion  that  happened  later  than  the  period  of  his 
fpeaking,  I  fhould  rather  believe  that  St.  Luke  had  never 
heard  of  a  commotion  which  was  raifed  long  after  he  had 
quitted  the  province.  But  Jofephus  was  only  nine  years 
of  age  when  Fadus  left  thegovernment  of  Judaea:  a  mif- 
take  therefore  relating  to  the  tranfaftions  of  thofe  days 
was  by  no  means  improbable,  and  the  miftake  is  eafy  to 
be  explained,  by  fuppofing  only  the  confufion  of  a  fingle 
name.  There  lived  at  the  time  affigned  by  the  fpeeeh  of 
Gamaliel  an  impoftor  of  the  name  of  Theudas,  who  ex- 
cited a  fedition  that  foon  dwindled  to  nothing,  and  is  not 
recorded  by  Jofephus:  but  during  the  adminiftration  of 
Fadus  there  arofc  an  infurreftion  of  a  more  ferious  na- 
ture, which  Jofephus,  in  writing  his  hiftory,  remembered 
from  the  days  ot  his  childhood,  and  having  heard  of  3 
.fimikir  difturbance  occafioned  by  Theudas,  confounded 
in  his  relation  of  the  laft  event  the  names  of  the  two 
impoftors  \ 

Another  remarkable  inftance  of  contradiSion  between 
Jofephus  and  the  Evangelifts  is  the  relation  of  ihe  im- 
prifonment  and  death  of  John  the  Baptift.  The  caufe 
afcribed  by  the  Evangelifts  for  his  imprifonment  is  the 
liberty  he  had  taken  in  rebuking  Herod  for  his  marriage 
with  Herodias  the  wife  of  his  brother  Philip \  But  He- 
rod, noUvithftanding  this  a6lrof  violence,  refpefts  the  holy 
charafter  of  the  Baptift,  and  frequently  converfes  with 
him  on  different  fubjefts.  This  excites  the  jealoufy  of 
Herodias,  whb  is  apprehenfive  that  a  continuance  of  this 
intercourfe  might  be  attended  with  danger  t#  herfelf.  She 
takes  therefore  the  opportunity  of  an  unguarded  promife 
which  Herod   in  the  height  of  his  zeal   had  given  her 

daughter^ 

F  This  Philip  is  called  Herod  in  the  writingi  of  Jofephus,  a  matter 
which  has  been  long  (ince  explained,  and  which  I  therefore  pafs  over  in 
iilence$» 
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daughter  %  to  demand  the  head  of  John  ihe  Baptift  in  a 
charger*:  a  reqaeft  which  Herod  in  confcquenceof his 
oath  is  Qtiable  to  refufe.  Now  in  this  relation  there  is 
not  the  leaft  appearance  of  improbab[itity,  the  (lory  as 
related  at  large  by  the  Evangdlifts'  is  minute  and  cir-* 
cumftamiat.  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  were  both  in 
the  number  of  Chri(l*s  difciples,  among  whom  was  the 
brother  of  St.  Peter*  and  others  who  had  been  difciples 
of  John,  and  thofe  very  perfons  who  had  buried  the  body 
came  and  told  Jefus*.  No  hiftorian  then  whatfoever 
could  be  better  qualified  to  attefl  an  event,  than  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  lilark  were  the  imprifonmeut  and  death 
of  John  the  Baptift. 

On  the  other  hand  the  relation  of  Jofephus  has  no  iii* 
ternal  marks  of  improbability,  though  he  is  not  To  cir- 
cumftantial  as  the  £vangeli(ts,  except  in  determining  the 
plaor.of  John's  imprifonment  and  death,  which  was  at 
MacMfcrus,  a  fortrefs  on  the  borders  of  Arabia  Petraet. 
It  hajj^pened  therefore  during  the  campaign  which  Herod 
made  againfl:  Aretas,  and  hence  the  reafon  that  the  mi- 
litary officers "  mentioned  by  St.  Mark  were  prefent  at 
his  table.  Jofephus  then,  after  defcribing  John  as  a 
preacher  of  virtue,  and  one  who  recommended  the  puri- 
fying the  heart  not  by  baptifm  alg^e,  but  by  a  reforma* 
tion  of  manr>ers,  continues  his  relation  as  follows  ^9  '^  as 
the  number  of  perfons  that  flocked  to  him  daily  increafed 
(for  his  preaching  met  with  applaufe  *)  Herod  wgs  ap- 
prehenfive  that  the  aggrandifement  of  John's  authority 

might 

q  This  daughter;  whofe  name  was  Salome,  was  at  that  time  a  child :  for 
Herodias  had  quitted  her  firft  hufband  foon  after  Salome^s  birth,  (Joieph. 
Ant.  L.^VIII.  c.  V.  f.  4.)  a  circnmftance  which  aiFords  a  -fufficient  an-> 
fwer  to  thol^  who  obje£l  to  this  relation,  faying  that  it  was  unfuitable  to  the 
dignity  of  a  princefs,  and  contrary  to  the  manners  of  the  age,  to  daace  in 
(lubtic  for  the  entertainment  of  the  court. 

r  Matt  xir.  1—13.    Mark  vi.  14—29.  •  John  i.  4.I  7. 

<  Matt,  dfiiv.  12.  «  X»Xia^/ot,  Markvi.  31. 

•^  Antiquit.  Lib.  XVIII.  c.  r.  f.  2. 

m 

*  In  this  palFage  I  would  rather  read  i|^i9(0'»r  than  n^^av  or  iifftq^-^f  \ 
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might  end  in  %  rebellion^  fioce  ihe  populace  reFufed  no- 
thing that  be  commanded.  He  (bought  it  (herefore  more 
prudent  to  remove  him  in  time  before  any  accident  hap- 
pened, than  to  wait  till  it  was  jarrived,  when  oil  renoed/ 
might  be  fruitlefs.  On  Uiis  fufpicion  therefore  John  was 
apprehended,  brought  to  the  above-mentioned  fortrefs 
Machaerus,  and  there  put  to  death.  But  the  Jews  wiere 
perfuaded  that  the  defeat  of  iheir  army,  which  happened 
foon  after,  was  inflicted  by  the  wraih  of  the  Deity  as  a 
punifhment  on  Herod.*' 

The  difference  between  thefc  accounts  is  (Iriking:  for 
according  to  Jofephus,  Herod  alone  is  to  blame,  who 
puts  John  to  death  on  a  fufpicion  that  is  totally  un- 
grounded, but  he  is  much  more  excufable  according  to 
fte  Evangelifts,  who  relate  that  he  was  artfully  furprifed 
into  a  confent  againft  his  inclination ;  they  give  therefore 
a  proof  of  their  moderation  and  impartiality  in  relMing 
ihe  death  of  a  friend,  qualities  which  muft  exciie  aia* 
vourable  opinion  in  our  judgement  of  an  hiftorian.     If 
we  compare  the  Evaogelifts  with  Jofephus  in  point  of 
agey  we  (hall  find  the  prefiKnptioo.  ftill  greater  in  their 
favour;  Jofephus  was  born  fome  years  after  John  was 
beheaded,  and  was  neither  known  to  his  difciples,  from 
whom  he  could  have  derived  intelligence^  nor  interefled 
like  the  Evangeliils  to  inquire  minutely  into  thecircum- 
ftances  of  the  event.     He  had  heard  in  general  terms, 
that  John  was  beheaded  by  the  command  of  Herod  a 
few  years  before  the  time  of  his  birth,  and  like  many 
profound  hiftorians  who  think  to  difcover  a  ferious  poli- 
tical reafon  for  events  that  were  occafioned  by  a  trifling 
accident,  afcribed  perhaps  a  caufe  which  had  no  other 
ground  than  his  own  imagination  ^     Tbts  at  lea^  is  cer- 
tain, that  if  we  found  the  fame  contradi3ion  in  the  re- 
lation of  a  fa£l  between  either  Greek,  or  Roman,  or  mo- 
dern hiftorians,  we  fhould  not  hefitate  to  prefer  the  au- 
thor who  was  contemporary  to  the  event  related,  a\pd  who 
to  a  knowledge  of  the  perfon  defcri bed  joint  minutenefs 
and  impartiality,  to  him  who  lived  in  a  later  period,  and 
wrote  a  general  hiftory,  of  which  the  fubjeft  in  queftion 
"9^^  QtAy  an  inconliderable  part. 

'  As 
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As  this  laft  example  applies  chiefly  to  the  two  firft 
Evangeliftss,  I  will  mention  another  which  applies  only  to 
St.  Luke,  and,  letting  as  before  infpiration  afide,  with- 
out which  no  comparifon  can  be  made,  examine  which 
of  the  two  hiftorians,  Jofephus  or  St.  Luke,  is  mod  de* 
ferving  of  credit.  The  inftance  to  which  I  allude  is  the 
hiftory  of  the  de^th  of  Herod  Agrippa^,  a  hiftory  in 
which  both  authors  agree  in  the  principal  point,  and 
yet  each  introduces  into  his  narration  circumllances  Un- 
connefled  with,  though  not  coniradiftory  to  thofe  re- 
lated by  the  other.  They  arelikewife  unanimous  in  their 
opinion  of  the  caufe  of  the  painful  difeafe  which  befel 
Agrippa,  amid  the  acclamations  of  the  multitude,  and 
confider  it  as  a  punifliment  infliQed  by  the  immediate 
intervention  of  the  Deity.  According  to  both  hiftorians 
the  accident  happened  at  Caefarea  during  a  public  fefti- 
vity,  in  which  Herod  appeared  in  folemn  pomp.  St. 
Luke  relates  that  he  had  been  offended  with  the  Tyrians 
and  Sidonians*,  who  were  defirous  of  regaining  his 
frieridftiip  *,  becaufe  they  imported  from  his  dominions 
their  chief  articles  of  confumption.  For  this  purpofe 
they  bring  over  Blaftus  the  king's  chamberlain  to  their 
parly,  and  Herod  confents  to  give  them  a  public  audi^ 
ence,  and,  according  to  the  manner  of  thofe  dges,  to 
make  them  a  fpeech  from  his  throne  \  Jofephus  relates 
that  Herod  Agrippa  having  heard  on  his  arrival  at 
Caefarea,  that  a  fettival  was  to  be  celebrated  in  honour 
of  the  ^Roman  Emperor,  in  order  to  render  ic  more  bril- 
liant, commanded  public  exhibitions  to  be  made  in  the 
theatre,  at  which  the  perfons  of  the  firft  rank  and  dig- 
nity in  the  province  were  prefent,  and  that  on  the  fecond 
day  of  thefe  exhibitions  happened  the  above-mentioned 
accident.    The  account  then  is  fo  far  not  contradictory 

to 

y  Tlie  rational,  though  conclfc  account  given  by  St.  Luke,  may  be  feea 
A£^txit.  19  — 23.  the  relation  of  Jofeph^is  is  contained  in  his  Antiqult. 
Lib.  XIX.  c.  viii.  f.  2. 

^  This  was  coramonly  ere6led  in  the  theatre  in  s^r^at  cities,  as  We>(Uin 
hsa  iheym  in  bis  note  to  A^s  xix.  29. 

E 
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to  that  of  St.  {^uke,  fince  deputies  from  Tyre  aiyd  Sidon, 
though  not  mentioned  by  Jofepbus,  might  have  been 
prefent  at  the  folemnity,  and  have  had  political  motives 
for  coming  at  that  time  to  Caefarea,  independent  of  the 
public  games.  We  know  from  other  writers  that  tbefe 
cities  were  obliged  to  draw  their  fupplies  of  corn  from 
foreign  countries;  the  circumftance  related  by  St.  Luke 
is  therefore  extremely  probable  in  itfelf,  and,  a^  he  fpent 
two  years  at  Cacfarea^  fhortly  after  the  event,  he  bad  the 
beft  opportunity  of  being  informed  of  the  truth.  But  it 
might  be  eafily  unknown  to  Jofephus,  who  wrote  in  a 
later  period,  and  who  betrays  by  his  very  language  that 
he  borrowed  his  accounts  from  a  Jewifh  tradition,  which, 
neglefling  the  political  motive^  had  been  careful  only 
to  prefcrve  the  ftory  of  the  public  exhibitions,  which 
being  unlawful  according  to  Jewifh  principles  were  con- 
fidered  perhaps  as  the  caufe  of  Herod's  misfortune. 

On  the  appointed  day  the  king  appears  in  royal  ap* 
parel,  ck^oo-a^ciro;  ctrGnTot  Paso*iAixiiy,  as  St.  Luke  exprelT^s 
it,  whici}  is  faying  all  that  is  necefiary  on  that  fubje£i : 
but  Jpfephus  relates,  ^'  that  he  came  at  break  of  day 
in  a  garment  woven  entirely  of  filver,  which  was  a  won* 
derful  piece  of  workmanOiip^  and  as  the  beams  of  the 
rifing  fun  fell  on  it,  it  gave  a  wonderful' J uftre,  which 
was  terrible  to  behold."  This  is  a  defcription  which  no 
modern  hiftorian  would  wifh  to  have  written  :  had  Jo- 
fephus  himfelf  beheld  the  garment,  it  would  hardly  have 
appeared  fo  wonderful,  or  produced  fo  terrible  an  efFed ; 
and  the  circumftance  of  a  king's  appearing  in  his  robes 
of  ftate  at  break  of  day  is  attended  with  a  very  low  de-> 
gree  of  probability. 

The  exclamation  of  the  multitude  after  Herod  had 
finifhed  his  oration  is  according  to  St.  Luke  ^m  ^m%  ««* 

irx 

c  Ads  xxiii.  S3,  xxiv.  37.  xxv.  .1.  zxvL  3^  and  that  St.  Luke  remained 
at  Caefarea  with  St.  l*aul  appears  from  his  manner  of  expreffion  xxvii,  1. 

*  Jofeplius  probably  tranflated  from  fome  Jewifh  account  of  thii  erent^ 
m  which  the  words  ^*^\k  and  iXy\i  were  ufed,  the  former  of  which  i«  com- 
monly tranflated  &«v/[*«rp$;  hence  the  repetition  of  this  w#rd  in  th^fv»e 
Pafiage. 
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sx  ft»4^«ry,  which  is  (hort,  aqd  fuch  as  might  be  expeded 
from  a  (houting  populace ;  according  to  Jofephus  fu^Mcv^c 

^rfu9E»  x^eirlovA  o-f  ^vtimc  fvo-iwc  o/bboXeys/xf ir.  Here  St.  Lukc 
has  clearly  the  advantage  on  his  fide,  fince  Jofephus^ 
through  aflFe6lation  of  a  florid  ftyle,  has  converted  the 
fudden*(hout  of  a  multitude  into  a  rounded  period* 

They  are  unanimous  in  attributing  what  followed  to  a 
preternatural  caufe,  and  confider  it  as  a  punifhment  for 
Herod's  acquiefcing  in  the  infamous  flattery  :  the  onl]^ 
difference  is,  thatjofephus  relates  it  in  better  Greek,  and 
St.  Luke  fays  in  a  ftyle  that  is  half  Hebrew,  the  angel  of 
the  Lord  fniote  him,  becaufe  he  gave  not  God  the  glory. 
With  refpefcl  to  the  nature  of  the  diforder,  they  both 
agree  in  its  being  a  complaint  in  the  bowels,  which  St. 
Luke  as  a  phyfician  more  particularly  determines,  and 
fays  he  was  eaten  of  worms;  but  the  account  of  Jofephus 
is  as  follows  :  '  Soon  after  he  looked  up  and  beheld  an 
owl*°  fitting  on  a  cord  over  his  head.  This,  which  had 
been  formerly  a  meflenger  of  good,  he  then  confidered  as  ' 
a  token  of  evil,  and  was  greatly  dejefled.  He  was  im-^ 
mediately  attacked  with  a  violent  pain  in  his  bowels,*  &c. 
Here  then  I  can  make  no  further  commentary,  and  leave 
my  readers  to  determine  which  of  the  two  hiftorians  de- 
ferves  the  preference. 

If  after  fo  minute  an  examination  of  this  laft  example, 
and  the  confequence,  which  muft  be  neceflarily  drawn 
from  it,  iwe  find  other  examples  of  difagreement,  it  is 
furely  unreafonable  to  condemn  St.  Luke  becaufe  he  is 
contradifted  by  Jofephus,  who,  as  Lardner  •  has  obferved 
in  the  ftory  of  the  Egyptian  impoftor,  is  fometimes  more 
difficult  to  be  reconciled  with  himfelf,  than  with  the  Evan- 
gelift^ 

But  it  cannot  be  denied  that  a  certain  paflage  may  be 
alledged  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke  %  which  is  much  more 

difiiculc 

•  Credibility  of  the  Gofpel  Hiftory,  Part  I.  b.  ii.  c.  8.  >'. 
^  Compare  A£ls  xxi.  38.  with  Jofephi  Antiquit,  Lib.  XX.  c.  viii.  f,  6. 
and  Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  XL  c.  xiii.  f.  5.  ' 
8  Ch.  ii.  2. 
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difficult  to  be  refcued  from  ccnfurc,  becaufe  it  contra* 
dids  not  only  Jofephus,  but  likewiTe  the  Roman  bifto* 
Tians.  St.  Luke  relates  in  the  beginning  oF  the  fecond 
chapter,  that  Chrift  was  born  during  the  taxation  of  Ju* 
daea,  when  Quirinius  was  governor  of  Syria,  when  it  is 
certain  from  the  Roman  hiftorians,  that  Quirinius  was  at 
that  period  in  a  different  country.  This  is  not  the  place 
to  mention  the  various  conjectures  of  the  commentators, 
in  order  id  reconcile  the  paffage  with  hiftorical  truth. 
The  mod  plaufible  method  is  to  fuppofe,  that  inftead  of 
the  words  in  the  common  text  auTu  yi  airaypafu  v^um 
f'yfkCTo  Dyf/Moyfuo»To;  tdc  Su^i«c  Ku^ dwk,  or  according  to  the 
Codex  Cantabrigienfis  auT«  n  Airoy^ft^Ti  cyiyCTo  'sr^Mrn  '* 
fi^f^oyfVfii/Toc,  &c,  the  author  originally  wrote  avrn  n  avo- 

y^A^ft   fyfvsTO   v^^TTiy  xar^o  mi  tiycf*o»c»o»r»c  ttf  Zu^iac  Kv* 

fr,vi8  '',  and  that  the  words  isrpo  t«?  had  been  left  out  by 
miftake  of  the  early  tranfcribers.  I'he  author  would 
then  allude  to  an  enrolment  of  the  |ews,  which  not  be- 
ing accompanied  with  taxation  occafioned  no  difiurb-* 
ance,,and  is  therefore  not  recorded  by  Jofephus.  This 
is  a  critical  conjecture,  which  would  be  allowed  in  a 
profane  writer,  who  poffeffed  the  fame  credibility  with 
St.  Luke ;  and,  as  it  is  certain  chat  his  Gofpel  has  been 
lefs  correflly  tranfcribed,  than  the  other  parts  of  the 
New  Teftament,  there  is  an  additional  reafon  to  grant 
him  this  indulgence. 

A  contradiQion  between  the  Evangelifts  and  the  Tal- 
miKl,  a  book  replete  with  fables,   compofed  long  after ' 
the  deftruflion  of  Jerulalem,  and  grounded  on  oral  tra- 
dition, will  hardly  be  adduced  as  an  argument  againft 
the  authenticity  of  the  Gofpels.     The  diftinftion  which 
is  made  by  many,  between  that  which  is  related  in  the 
Talmud  as  coming  from  the  mouth  of  a  Rabbi,  who 
Mved  before  the  deltruftion  of  Jerufalcm,  and  that  which 
is  there  related  as  coming  from  a  later  Rabbi,  is  totally 
ungrounded,  fince  the  queftion  dill  remains  to  be  deter- 
rained,  whether  ihat  antient  Rabbi  had  really  aflerted 
what  was  put  to  writing  fo  long  after  the  age,  in  which  he 
lived.     It  is  therefore  a  poor  objection,  and  unworthy  of 

a  reply, 
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a  reply,  when,  in  order  to  invalidate  the  relation  of  Fetter's 
denial  of  Chrift,  which  is  recorded  by  all  the  Evangelifts, 
of  whom  two  lived  a  conGderable  time  in  Jerihralem  ^j 
and  St.  Mark  wrote  under  the  inamediate  infpeQion  of 
St.  Peter  himfelF,  to  contend  that,  according  to  the  Bava 
Kama'*,  cocks  were  not  permitted  in  Jerufalem  "*.  This 
is  to  confute  an  hiilorian,  who  relates  an  event,  that  hap-' 
pened  in  the  city,  where  he  lived,  and  in  the  circle  of  his 
own  experience,  by  means  of  a  tradition  heard  a  century 
after  the  city  was  deftroyed.     To  this  muft  be  added, 
that  what  the  Jews  relate  of  certain  privileges  belonging 
to  Jerufalem  is  not  only  contradiftory  to  Jofephus,  but 
manifeftly  falfe,  as  £.  A.  Schulze  has  fully  Ihewn  in  a  dif- 
fertation  that  deferves  to  be  read,  De  fiftis  Hierofolymac 
privilegiis  **.    It  is  therefore  a  matter  of  furprife  that  this 
objedion  from  the  Talmud  fhould  have  appeared  fo  im* 
poftant  to  many  learned  and  fenfible  writers.     Reland^ 
who  has  taken  great  pains  on  this  fubjed  in  his  eflay  De 
galli  cantu   Hierofolymis  audito,   is  willing  to  alioW' 
'  asquum  efle,  ut  Judasis,  cum  de  fuis  rebus  narrant,  ean- 
dem  fidem  habeamus,  quam  Graecis  et  Romanis  fcripto- 
ribus ;'  but  he  ought  to  have  added  after  Judseis  the 
words  coasvis  aut  qui  cosvos  legerunt,  and  then  the  ar- 
gument from  the  Talmud  would  be  no  longer  applicable. 
The  objeQion  to  the  ftory  of  the  aduUerels',  which 
militates  not  agaiuft  the  Evangelift,  but  merely  againft 
a  paffage  omitted  in  many  of  the  manufcripts,  may  be 
found  at  large  in  the  two  hundred  and  iixty-fecond  kc^ 
tion  of  the  Mofaic  law  '%  which  may  at  the  fame  time 
be  read  as  a  commentary  on  this  fedion. 

k  Namely  St.  Mark  and  St.  John.   Sec  Afts  xji.  t8.  a»d  Gal.  ii.  X— »• 
*  John  viiL  I — 11. 
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CHAP.       III. 

OJT  THE  INSPIRATION  OP  THB  NEW  TESTAMENT* 

SECT.      I. 

Of  the  difference  between  canmcal  and  apocryphal  books  i 
and  whether  the  truth  of  the  Chrijiian  religion  neccjfarily 
depends  on  the  New  Tejtamenfs  being  infpired.  u 

THE  doflrine  of  infpiration  is  a  fubjeflp  which,  be- 
longs rather  to  the  province  of  dogmatic  theology ', 
than  ta  a  general  introduction  to  the  NeW  Teftament^ 
X  prefuppofe  then  its  definition  %  as  well  as  the  manner, 
in  which  it  differs  from  Revelation  %  to  be  fufficieptly 
known,  and  will  dired:  my  inquiries  to  the  influence  of 
this  queftion  on  the  truth  of  our  religion. 

Thofe  writings,  which  we  believe  to  have  been  infpired 
by  the  Deity,  we  call  canonical,  becaufe  they  are  the 
canon,  or  rule  of  our  faith,  and  moral  aCiions.  Whe- 
ther thofe,  who  introduced  the  expreflion,  meant  to  con« 
vey  precifely  this  idea,  is  of  no  iipportance  at  prefent, 
becaufe  I  ihall  not  refer  to  their  authority :  I  ufe  the 
word  in  the  fame  meaning,  in  which  it  is  generally  ac- 
cepted by  divines,  ind  name  that  canonical,  which  is 
divinely  infpired  ^. 

The  oppofite  to  canonical  is. apocryphal,  a  word  which 
iBuft  not  be  contidered  as  a  term  of  contempt,  or  as  de* 
preciating  a  book,  to  which  it  is  applied.  But  thefe 
wprds  are  not  oppofite  to  each  other  in  fuch  a  fenfe,  that 
a  negation  of  the  one  necelfarily  implies  the  reality  of 
the  other,  fince  no  one  would  call  Tully*s  Offices,  or  the 
works  of  Juftin  Martyr  apocfyph^l,  becaufe  they  are  not 
infpired.  Thofe  writings  only,  which  either  have  been 
confidered  as  canonical,  or  might  be  eafily  miftaken  for 
fuch  on  account  of  their  author  and  their  antiquity,  are 
termed  apocryphal,  i^hen  excluded  from  the  canon.  But 
this  exclufion  alone  by  no  means  derogates  from  their 
real  worth;  and  afthough  there  are  many  under  this 
title^  which  are  manifeftly  fpurious,  there  are  others  again 

which 
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which  are  highly  deferving  our  efteem.  The  firft  book 
of  the  Maccabees  is  a  moft  valuable  hiftorical  monu- 
ment, written  with  great  accuracy  and  fidejity,^  and  a  , 
work  on  which  more  reliance  is  to  be  placed,  than  on  the 
writings  of  Jofephus,  who  has  borrowed  fr^m  it  his 
materials,  and  frequently  miftaken  their  meaning.  The 
fame  may  be  faid  of  J^fus  Sirach,  and  the  book  of  Wif- 
dom :  and  the-title  prefixed  to  our  Apocrypha  is,  ^  Books, 
which  have  not  an  equal  rask  with  the  Holy  Scriptures^ 
and  yet  are  valuable,  and  edifying  to  read.'  The  fame 
meanings  in  which  the  word  is  ufed  with  refpe£l  to  the 
Old  Teftament,  Yntift  be  retained  when  applied  to  the 
Nev(^ :  and  we  mud  be  careful  to  avoid  the  error  of  fup* 
pofing,  that  the  term.  Apocryphal  Gofpel  neceflarily  im- 
plies a  fpurious  produ£lion,  or  a  work  of  evU  tendency; 
but  we  muft  confider  a*  book  of  that  nature,  as,  what  it 
xealJy  isf,  a  hiftory  of  the  life  of  Cbrift^  oF  fo  high  anti- 
quiiy^  that  it  might  pretend  to  a  place  in  the  facred 
cano%  but  which  we  believe  to  be  fiinply  a  human  pro-* 
dudion. 

The  notibn^  exprefled  by  the  word  Apocrypha  is  taken 
from  the  Jews,  and  though  the  word  idelf  is  of  Greek 
original,  it  cannot  be  explained  by  a  Greek* etymology, 
according  to  which  it  would  convey  a  much  higher  idea, 
and  fignify  writings  preferved  in  the  facred  receOes  of  the 
Temple.  Tt  is  nothing  more  than  a  tranflation  of  the 
Rabbinical  word  X\^%  which  fignifies  ^  laid  afide^*  fo  as 
riot  to  be  read  in  the  SynagogAie'';  for  inliance  if  a  Copy 
of  the  Bible  had  two  miftakes  in  one  and  the  fame  page 
it  was  allowable  to  correQ  them ;  but  if  there  were  three 
miftakes,  the  book  mud  be  laid  afide,  (}j:i^  ^^),  and 
they  ufed  the  fame  expreilion  for  books,  which  were  not 
fuppofed  to  be  of  divine  authority.  Thus  Rabbi  Na* 
than  ipeaking  of  the  Proverbs,  Solomon's  Song,  and  £c- 
clefiaftes,  fays,  Mn  former  times  it  was  faid  of  thefe  books 
l^h  C3UWJ,  i.e.  they  are  apocryphal^"  But,  though  we 
have  borrowed  the  expreffion  from  the  Jews,  we  are  not 
obliged  to  follow  their  example  in  the  diltinftion  of  thofc 

writings, 

^  See  BuxtorPs  Lexicon  Chaid.  Talm.  Rabbin,  art.  U> 
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Tvritings,  to  \K^hich  it  is  applied ;  and  though  apocryphal 
books  of  the  Old  Teftament  were  not  allowed  in  the 
Jewifli  Synagogues,  they  arc  very  properly  read  in  the 
Chriftian  churches.  For  the  fame  reafon,  fhouid  we 
entertain  a  doubt  of  the  infpiration  of  St.  Mark,  and  St. 
Luke,  their  Gofpels  might  fiill  form  a  part  of  the  public 
fervice,  efpeciaily  as  Su  Jobniimfelf  is  faid  to  have  re- 
commended them,  as  well  as  that  of  St.  Matthew. 

The  qucftion,  whether  the  books  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament are  infpired,  is  not  fo  important,  as  the  queftion 
whether  they  are  genuine.  The  truth  of  our  religion 
depends  upon  the  latter  %  not  abfolutely  on  the  former. 
Had  the  Deity  infpired  not  a  fingle  book  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament, but  left  the  Apoftles,  and  Evangelifts  without 
any  other  aid,  than  that  of  natural  abilities  to  commit 
what  they  knew  to  writing,  admitting  their  works  to  be 
authentic,  and  pofleffed  of  a  fufficient  degree  of  credi* 
bility,  the  Chriftian  religion  would  ftill  remain  the  true* 
^ne '.  The  miracles,  by  which  it  is  confirmed,  would 
equally  demonftrate  its  truth,  even  if  the  perfons,  who 
attefled  then^  were  not  infpired,  but  fimply  human  wit* 
pefTes;  and  their  divine  authority  is  never  prcfoppofed, 
when  wedifcufs  the  queftion  of  miracles,  but  merely 
iheir  credibility  as  human  evidence.  If  the  miracles  are 
true,  which  the  Evangclifts  relate,  the  doftrines  of  Chrift 
recorded  in  the  Gofpels  are  proved  to  be  the  infallible 
oracles  of  God;  and,  even  if  we  admit  the  Apoftles  to 
be  miftaken  in  certain  not  effential  circumftances,  yet  as 
the  main  .points  of  the  religion,  which  Chrift  commif- 
fioned  them  to  preach,  are  fo  frequently  repeated,  their 
epiftlcs  would  as  well  inftruft  us  in  the  tenets  of  the 
Chriftian  fyfteni,  as  the  works  of  Maclaurinin  the  phi* 
lofophy  of  Newton  '.  It  is  poffible  therefore  to  doubt, 
and  even  deny  the  infpiration  of  the  New  Teftament, 
^nd  yet  be  fully  perfuaded  of  the  truth  of  the  Chriftian 
religion :  and  many  really  entertain  thefe  fentitnents 
either  publicly,  or  in  private,  to  whom  we  fhouid  render 
great  iryjuftitc,  if  wc  rarjked  them  in  the  clafs  of  unbe- 
jievers"?.. 

Yet 
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Yet  the  Chriftian  religion  would  be  attended  with  diF- 
ficulty,  if  our  Principium  cognofcendi  refted  not  on 
firmer  ground  ;  and  it  might  be  objeded,  that  fufficient 
care  had  not  been  taken  for  thofe,  whofe  confciences 
were  tender,  and  who  were  anxiously  fearful  of  miftaking 
the  ftnalleft  of  the  divine  commands.  The  chief  articles 
indeed  of  Chriftianity  are  fo  frequently  repeated,  both 
by  Chrift  and  kis  Apoftles,  that  even  were  the  New  Tef- 
tament  not  infpired,  we  could  entertain  no  doubt  of  the 
following  dodrines:  *'  Jefus  was  the  MefSas  of  the  Jews, 
and  an  infallible  meffenger  of  God :  he  died  for  our  irii- 
qi*ity,  and  by  the  fatisfadion  made  by  his  death  we  ob-* 
lain  remiffion  of  (ins,  if  on  our  part  be  fakh  and  amend- 
went  of  life  :  the  Levitical  law  is  abolifhed,  and  divine 
precepts,  with  the  ceremonies  of  fiapcilm  and  the  Supper 
of  the  Lord^  are  appointed  in  its  dead  :  after  the  prefent 
follows  an  everlafting  life,  in  which  the  virtuous  fiiall  be 
rewarded  and  the  wicked  puoiQied,  and  where  Chrift 
himfelf  (hall  be  the  Judge/  In  thefe  points,  on  account 
of  their  frequent  repetition,  it  is  hardly  poffible  to  be 
miftaken ;  but  there  are  others  again,  in  which,  on  the 
above-mentioned  hypothefis,  wefhould  be  left  in  anxiou* 
doubt.  I  will  not  mention  the  firft  chapter  of. St.  John, 
and  otber  pafTages  which  relate  to  theoretical  fubje6U, 
but  fuch  as. immediately  concern  our  moral  anions,  and 
where  the  Chciftian  precepts  muft  determine,  whether 
we  fhall  ad  or  not.  For  inftance,  if  the  fourcc,  from 
which  we  derive  our  authority,  is  not  infallible,  is  it 
certain  that  Chrift  has  forbidden  trhe  taking  an  oath  ^, 
which  is  permitted  by  the  tenets  of  the  Levitical  law, 
and  the  principles  of  moral  philofophy  ?  And  is  St.  Paul, 
on  the  other  hand^  g^il^V  ^^^  crime,  i|i  calling  the  Deity 
to  witnefs,  or  St.  Matthew  of  a  miftake,  in  relating  that 
Chrift  himfelf  replied,  when  adjured  by  the  living  God*  ? 
Now  if  we  really  entertained  thefe  fcruples,  they  would 
occafion  the  greateft  anxiety,  (ince  it  is  almoft  impoIDble 
to  pafs  through  the  world,  withbut  taking,  on  fome  oc- 
cafion^ an  oath;  and  we  ftxould  ceafe  to  be  ufeful  mem* 
bers  of  fociety,  if  we  pretended  to  proteQion  from  the 

ftatCj 

1  Matth.  ▼.  3i.  n  Matth.  xxri.  63^  ai. 
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ftate,  without  being  bound  ourreives  by  reciprocal  obli* 
gatii^iM.-^Is  the  comoiand  of  Chrift  to  receive  injuries 
without  refinance "  to  be  taken  in  a  literal  fcnfe ;  and-is 
ii  unlawful,  when  attacked,  to  repel  the  violence  ?  Are 
the  Apoftles  and  £vanjplifts  imftaken  when  they  deliver 
do8rines,  which  contradid;  thefe  precepts?  And  what 
rule  of  condu6l  (hall  be  adopted  by  him  who  is  obliged 
by  the  laws  of  his  country  to  ferve  in  war  ?  M uft  he  die 
a  nartyr  to  this  maxim,  ^^  I  wifh  to  be  prote6led  by 
others,  but  dare  ilot  protect  myfelf  ?"•— Is  die  command 
ftill  binding  which  is  given  in  the  fifteenth  chapter  of 
the  A6ks  not  to  eat  blood  ?  It  is  true,  St^  Paul  ex|j^aiii5 
this  command  in  his  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  ii« 
fiich  a  manner,  that  it  might  be  aboMfiied,.  as  loon  «s 
the  Chriftiaii^  communities  fliould  ceafe  to  contain  fo 
great  a  number  of  converted  Jews,  whofe  prejudices  re-» 
tained  from  the  Levitical  law  were  in  fome  meafuce  lo 
be  refpeded.     But  as  St.  Paul  was  the  Apoftle  of  the  | 

6entiles,  are  we  certain  that  he  has  not  made  too  great 
a  conceflion  in  their  favour  ? — Doubts  like  thefc  might 
arife  in-  an  anxious  mind,  on  a  fuppofition  that  the 
writers  of  the  New  Teftament  were  not  infpired";  and 
the  Ghriftian  religion^  would  be  really  a  misfbrtune,  if 
we  muft'  remain  in  the  cruel  fufpence  whether  the  pre- 
ceptsy  which  favour  of  feverity,  are  to  beafcribed  to  the 
Deity,  and  tbofe,  which  breathe  a  fpirit  of  gendenefs^  to 
human,  erron 

The  inference  then  to  be  deduced  from  what  has  been 
advanced  in  this  IfAion  is  as  follows :  ^  Infpiration  is 
not  abfoluteiy  iieceflary  to  conftitute  the  Truth  of  the 
Chriftian  religion,  but  it  is  neceflary  in  order  to  promote 
its  beneficial  eflPeds^  If  the  parts  of  the  New  Tefta* 
ment  are  infpired,  they  make  colle^ively  a  fingle  entire 
work,  ill  which  the  doubts  arifing  in  one  paiTage  are  fully 
explained  by  another :  but  if  the  feveral  parts  of  the 
New  Teftament  are  not  infpired,  the  chain  by  which 
they  hang  together  is  deflroyed,  and  the  contradiQory 
paflages  mi^ft  occafion  anxiety  and  diftruft  "•' 

*Yct^ 

"  Mi^th.  T.  39—41 
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Yef ,.  after  weighing  with  all  that  care  and  caution, 
which  fo  important  a  fubje6t  requires,  the  arguments 
which  may  be  advanced  on  both  (ides,  it  is  perhaps  ad- 
vifeable  to  divide  the  queftion.  To  the  Epiftles  Infpi^ 
radon  is  of  real  confequence,  but  with  refpeB  to  the 
Hiftorical  books,  viz.  the  Gofpeis  and  the  AEts  of  the 
ApoMes,  we  fhould  really  be  no  Io(er&  if  we  abandoned 
the  fyftem  of  Infpiration,  and  in  fome  refpe6b  have  a 
real  advantage.  We  fhould  be  no  lofers  if  we  con- 
fidered  the  Apoftles  in  hiftorical  fa£U  as  merely  human 
witneflfes,  as  Chrift  himfelf  has  done  in  faying, '  Ye  alfo 
fhall  bear  vvitnefs,  becaufe  ye  have  been  with  me  from 
the  beginning  ^'  And  no  one,  that  attempts  to  convince 
an  unbeliever  of  the  truth  of  Chriftianity,  would  begin 
his  demonftration  by  prefuppofing  a  doctrine  which  his 
adverfary  denies,  but  would  ground  his  arguments  on 
the  credibility  of  the  Evangelifts,  as  human. hiAoriaas, 
for  the  truth  of  the  miracles,  the  death,  and  the  refut- 
region  of  Chrift.  Even  thofe,  who  examine  the  grounds 
of  their  faith  for  their  own  private  convi6Uon,  muft  treat 
the  Evangelifts  as  human  evidence;  (ince  it  would  be 
arguing  in  a  circle  to  conclude  that  the  fa£b  recorded  in 
the  Gofpeis  are  true,  becaufe  they  are  infpired,  when  we 
conclude  the  fcriptures  to  be  infpired  in  confequence  of 
their  contents.  In  thefe  cafes  then  we  are  obliged  to  con- 
fider  the  Evangelifts  as  human  evidence,  and  it  would  be 
no  detriment  to  theChriftian  caufe  to  confider  them  at  all 
times  as  fuch  in  matters  of  hiftorical  fad:  '^  We  find  it 
no  yfherc  exprefsly  recorded  that  the  public  tranfa£Uons 
which  the  Apoftles  knew  by  their  own  experience,  and 
of  which  St.  Luke  informed  himfelf  by  diligent  enquiry 
fhould  be  particular  objeds  of  divine  infpiration.  We 
fhould  even  be  confiderable  gainers,  in  adjufting  the 
harmony  of  the  Gofpeis,  if  we  were  permitted  to  fuppofe, 
that  fome  one  of  the  Evangelifts  had  committed  an  im- 
material error,  and  that  St.  John  has  rectified  fome  tri- 
fling miftakes  in  the  preceding  Gofpeis.  The  moft  dan- 
gerous objections  which  can  be  made  to  the  truth  of  our 
religion,  and  fuch  ^s  are  moft  difhcult  to  anfwer,  are 

thofe 

*>  John  XV.  3r. 
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thofc  drawn  from  the  different  relations  of  the  four  Evan- 
gelifts.  The  Fragments  publifhed  by  Leffing  «♦  infift 
chiefly  on  this  obje£lion  :  but  the  whole  vanifhes  into 
nothing,  unlefs  we  ourfelves  give  it  that  importance 
which  it  has  not  in  itfelf,  by  affuming  an  unneceflary 
hypothefis.  Let  us  therefore  examine  thequeftion  with 
coolncfs  and  impartiality,  the  only  mean  ot  difcovering 
th^  truth. 


S     E    C     T.       II. 

Of  the  critermby  which  Infpiration  muft  be  determined^  and 
of  the  application  of  this  criteridn  to  the  writings  of  the 
Apojlles.     Tbcfi  writings  if  genuine^  are  inffired. 

AS  it  is  the  bufinefs  of  Dogmatic  Theology  to  ex- 
amine thofe  principles,  by  which  a  religion  is 
fliewn  to  have  been  revealed,  I  (hall  not  enter  into  the 
difcuflion  of  a  fubjeft,  which  has  been  already  fo  ably 
handled.  I  take  for  granted  then  the  divine  miffion  of 
Chrrft  and  his  Apoftles,  and  have  only  to  examine  the 
reafons  which  induce  us  to  believe,  that  the  writings 
of  the  latter  are  not  merely  human  productions,  but  in* 
fpired  by  the  Deity.  I  fhall  here  avoid  entering  into 
thofe  difpuies,  which  have  been  conducted  with  fo  much 
warmth,  and  fo  much  perplexity,,  with  refpeft  to  deter-* 
mining  the  canon*. 

No  proieftant  can  appeal  on  this  fubjeft  to  the  tef* 
timony  of  the  church  *.  In  fafts,  which  fall  under  the 
notice  of  the  fenfes,  fuch  as  an  Apoftle's  having  written 
the  Book,  which  is  afcribed  to  him,  or  the  judgement 
he  has  given  of  the  writings  of  others,  the  evidence  of 
the  antient  contemporary  church  is  at  all  times  admif- 
fible,  and  its  teftimony  is  confirmed  by  that  of  the  he-  " 
retics.  But, infpiration  is  a  matter,  which  the  antient 
Church  could  neither  fee  nor  feel ;  and  no  man  can  give 
evidence  of  that,  which  is  not  the  objcft  of  his  know-* 
ledge :  flill  lefs  can  we  appeal  to  2iny  later  church,  how-- 

cver 
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ever  dignified  its  naikie,  or  great  its  authority.  The 
church  oF  the  eighteenth  century  can  teftify,  that  the 
facred  books  at  prefent  in  ufe  are  the  fame,  which  ex- 
ifted  in  the  feventeenth  century,  this  again  with  refpeft 
to  the  preceding,  and  fo  on  to  the  fourth  century ;  fur- 
ther is  the  teftimony  of  the  church  of  no  value'. 

Whoever  appeals  to  the  evidence  of  the  church  to  de- 
ternftine  a  book  to  be  canonical,  not  to  mention  that  i^. 
has  condemned  at  one  period,  what  it  has  approved  at 
another  ♦,  muft  firft  decide  this  difficult  queftion,  What 
is  the  church,  and  who  are  heretics*?  If  we  anfwer, 
The  true  church  is  that  which  maintains  the  doQrines 
delivered  in  the  infpired  writings  of  the  New  Teftament, 
and  if  in  anfwer  to  the  queft^ion.  How  do  you  know  that 
thofe  writings  are  infpired?  we  reply,  Becaufe  the  true 
church  has  determined  them  to  be  infpired, — we  mani- 
feftly  argue  in  a  circle.    . 

"  But  we  appeal  to  the  canon  of  the  Jews  with  refpeft 
to  the  Old  Teftament:  {hall  the  Chriftian  Church  then 
have  lefs  authority  than  the  Jewifh  fynagogue  ?" — The 
diflPerence  is  too  vifible  to  need  explanation,  and  the  bare 
teftimony  of  Jofephus  for  the  divine  infpiration  of  a  book 
of  the  Old  Teftament  is  of  more  weight,  than  the  deci- 
fion  of  the  Chriftian  Church  for  the  Divinity  of  a  book 
of  the  New,  even  were  all  the  feQs  in  Chriftendom  united 
to  cooftitute  that  church  ^  The  writings  of  the  Old  Tell 
tament  are  confirmed  riot  only  by  St.  Paul,  but  by  Chrift 
himfelf:  on  their  authority  therefore  wc  rely,  and  not  on 
that  of  the  fynagogue.  But  we  have  no  Apoftle  to  vouch 
for  the  canon  adopted  by  the  Chriftian  Church,  fince  the 
coUedion  of  canonical  books  was  made  after  the  death 
of  the  Apoftles ;  or,  admitting  it  to  be  made  during  the 
latter  part  of  the  life  of  St.  John,  he  has  left  no  written 
evidence  of  his  approbation  of  the  canon,  and  oral  tra- 
dition is  very  infufficient  on  fo  important  a  fubjeQ. 
An  inward  fenfation  of  the  efFcfts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft, 

and 

*  The  Nazsirencs  and  Ebtonites  accepted  only  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew^ 
which  was  rejedled  by  the  Marcionitesy  who  admitted  no  oUier  Gofpel  than 
Chat  of  St.  Luke. 
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and  the  confcioufners  of  the  utility  of  thefe  writings  in 
improving  the  heart,  and  purifying  our  morais,  are  cri- 
terions  as  uncertain  as  the  foregoing.  With  refpefl  to 
that  inward  feniation,  I  muft  confefs  that  I  have  never 
experienced  it  in  the  whole  courfe  of  my  life ;  nor  are 
thofe  perfons  who  have  felt  it,  either  deferving  of  envy, 
or  nearer  the  truth,  fince  the  Muhammedan.  feels  it,  as 
well  as  the  Chriftian.  'And,  as  this  internal  divine»fen«- 
fatioo  i^  the  wholeproof,  on  which  Muhammed  grounded 
his  religion 'y  which  fo  many  millions  have  adopted,  we 
muil  naturally  conclude  it  to  be  felf-deceit.  The  other 
ted:  is  likewife  infufiicient,  fince  j)ious  fentiments  may  be 
excited  by  works,  that  are  fimply  human,  by  the  writ* 
ings  of  philofophers,  or  even  by  doctrines  founded  on 
error:  and  if  it  were  poffible  tp  draw  a  conclufion  from 
thefe  premifesy  the  premifes  themielves  are  uncertain, 
fince  there  are  inftances  of  men  of  the  mod  defpi cable 
charaSer,  who  have  fancied  t,hey  had  attained  the  higheft 
pitch  of  holinefs  \ 

I  will  now  proceed  to  a  more  fatisfa6lory  proof  %  and 
for  that  purpofe  (hall  divide  the  books  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament,  which  we  receive  as  canonical,  into  two  feparate 
claiTes,  which  we  muft  take  care  not  to  confound.  The 
greater  number  bear  the  names  iof  Apoftles,  namely, 
Matthew,  John,  Paul,  James,  Peter,  and  Jude:  others 
again  were  not  written  by  Apoftles,  but  by  their  com- 
panions  and  affiftants,  viz«  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke,  and  the  Afls  of  the  Apoftles. 

With  refpecl  to  the  writings  belonging  to  the  firft  of 
thefe  clafles,  their  infpiration  depends  on  their  authen-^ 
ticity.  If  they  are  written  by  the  Apoftles,  to  whom 
they  are  afcribed,  we  confider  them  as  divinely  infpired ; 
if  not  written  by  Apoftles,  they  can  make  no  pretention 
to  infpiration.  For  inftance,  if  the  Revelation,  and  two 
laft  epiftles  of  St  John,  and  the  fecond  epiftle  of  St. 
Peter  were  written  by  thofe  Apoftles,  we  muft  conclude 
them  to  be  infpired,  otherwifc  no  reafon  whatfoever  can 

/      be 

P  See  the  Orient.  Biblioth.  Vol.  IIL  p.  92--9^«. 
q  Set  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  III.  p.  88—927; 
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be  affigned  for  drawing  that  condufion.  The  fatiie  may 
be  faid  of  the  epiftles  of  James  and  Jude,  of  which  it 
niuft  at  the  fame  time  be  obierved,  that  it  is  not  fiifii- 
cient  to  fay  they  might  be  genuine  though  not  written 
by  thofe  Apoftle^,  but  by  two  other  perfons  of  thofe 
names  in  the  firft  century*  For  in  that  cafe,  though 
genuine,  they  would  ceafe  to  be  infpired,  unlefs  we  chofe 
to  ground  our  reafoning  on  the  decilions  of  a  council,  or 
the  authority  of  a  Pope.  Even  that  exceUent  epiftle  to 
the  Hebrews  would  ceafe  to  be  divine,  if  it  came  not 
from  the  hand  of  PauL  It  would  (till  remain  a  moft  va* 
luable  work,  by  which  we  are  not  only  edified  and  im« 
proved,  but  by  which  we  have  difcovered  a  variety  of 
truths  contained  in  the  Old  Teftament,  that  without  it 
would  perhaps  never  have  been  known,  and  yet  when 
difcovered  feem  obvious  to  reafon :  but  we  could  no 
longer  confider  it  as  divinely  infpired,  an  infallible  prin- 
cipium  cognofcendi. 

It  will  be  afked  on  what  argument  the  pofition  is 
grounded,  that  the  writings  of  the  Apoftles  if  genuine 
are  infpired  ?  I  anfwer  then,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  dif- 
cover,  '  on  the  teftimony  of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles, 
which  is  credible  and  facred,  becaufe  they  have  con« 
firmed  their  do3rines  by  numberlefs  miracles/  But 
^  where  is  this  evidence  recorded  ?'  it  will  be  again  ob- 
jeded ;  the  Apoftles  have  no  where  faid,  like  the  antient 
prophets,  ^  The  word  of  the  Lord  came  unto  Paul,* 
^  Thus  faith  the  Lord,  fpeak  to  the  Corinthians/  &c. 
Do  the  Apoftles  tbemfelves  require  us  to  believe  them 
infpired,  and  do  we  not  confer  on  them  a  greater  ho- 
nour, than  they  themfelves  expected !  Let  us  hear  how- 
ever their  evidence,  and  that  of  Chrift  himfelf. 

It  is  certain  in  the  firft  place,  that  the  Apoftles  muft 
be  regarded  not  only  as  prophets,  but  as  greater  than 
prophets*  Chrift  fays  that  John  the  Baptift  is  a  prophet, 
and  more  than  a  prophet,  and  adds,  ^  Verily  I  fay  unto 
you,  among  them  that  are  born  of  women  there  has  not 
rifen  a  greater  than  John  the  Baptrft :  notwithftanding 
he  that  is  leaft  iq  the  kingdom  of  Heaven  is  greater 

than 
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than  he'.  Now  it  is  manifeft  from  the  context  that  the 
terms  great  and  little  are  applicable  only  to  the  word 
prophet.  The  leaft  prophet  therefore  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  is  greater  than  John  the  Bapttft,  and  all  the  pro* 
phets  of  the  Old.  If  this  is  not  to  be  referred  to  the 
Apoftles,  I  know  not  who  are  the  prophets  in  the  king- 
dom of  God'.  .  It  is  true  that  in  the  beginning  of  the 
New  Tcftiment  *•  there  wete  other  prophets  "  who  had 
received  their  fpiritual  gifts  from  the  hands  of  the  Apof* 
ties :  but,  fetting  afide  the  fuperiority  which  this  very 
communiqation  neceflarily  implies,  we  conftantly  find  in 
the  epiftles  that,  whenever  mention  is  made  of  the  feve- 
ral  offices  in  the  church,  prophets  are  ranked  in  the  lift 
as  inferior  to  apodles.  St.  Paul  in  treating  of  the  gifts 
of  the  Holy  Ghoft  fays  exprefsly,  *  God  hath  fet  fome 
in  the  church  firft  apoftles,  fecondly  prophets,  thirdly 
teachers,  after  that*,'  <fec.  and  in  the  following  verfc  ob- 
ferves  precifely  the  fame  order.  '  Are  all  apoftles,  are  all 
prophets,  are  all  teachers  'V  &c.  Likewife  in  his  epiftle 
to  the  Ephefians*,  fpeaking  of  the  diverfity  of  gifts  and 
offices  in  the  church  he  fays,  and  he  gave  fome,  apof*- 
tlcs,  and  fome,  prophets 3  and  foine^  paftors  and  teachers; 
to  which  laft  clafs  belonged  thofe  who  were  afiiftants  to 
the  Apoftles,  fuch  as  Mark,  Luke,  Timothy,  and  Titus. 
In  the  fecond  chapter  *"  of  the  fame  epiftle  he  likewife 
places  them  before  the  antient  prophets. 

Whenever  therefore,  in  this  fenle  of  the  word  Apoftie, 
an  epiftle  begins  in  the  following  manner, '  Paul  an  apof- 
tie  of  Jefus  thrifty*  or  ftrengthened  by  the  following  ad* 
dition,  *  Paul,  an  Apoftle  not  of  men^  neither  by  man,  hut  by 
Jefus  Chrifi  and  God  the  Father,  who  rat  fed  him  from  the 
dead"^^  *  Paul  an  Apojlle  of  Jefus  Cbrift,  iy  the  witl  of  Godi 
or  by  tie  commandment  of  God\'  is  it  not  a  ftronger  afler- 
tion  of  the  epiftle's  being  divine,  than  when  a  writer  of 
the  Old  Teftament  begins  his  book  by  ft;iling  himfelf  a 

prophet 

»  Mark  xi.  9—11.  •  1  Cor.  xli.  28. 

t  Ch.  iv.  11.  tt  V.  20.  w  Gal.  i.  1. 

X  1  Cor.  i.  1.        2  Cor.  i.       Ephcf.  i.  1.        Coloff.  i.  1.         1  Tim.  i.  1. 
«Tim.  i.  1.    Tit.i.  1— 3. 
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prophet  of  God  ? — But  fucti  expreflions  as  Paul  an  apoP^ 
tie,  John  anT  apoftle,  &c.  are  not  prefixed  to  all  the 
epiftles,  ftill  lefs  to  the  Gofpels. — I  grant  it,  and  draw- 
in  that  cafe  no  proof  of  in^iration  from  the  title  ^  but 
at  the  fame  time  no  inference  can  be  made  of  the  con- 
trary,  fince  the  abfence  of  thofe  expreflions  is  no  more 
an  argument  againft  the  infpiration  of  a  book  of  the 
New  Teftament,  than  againft  the  infpiration  6f  the  hif- 
torical  and  moral  books  of  the  Old  Teftament,  parti- 
cularly the  Pfalms,  which  are  fo  often  quoted  in  the 
New  Teftament  as  divine. 

If  we  confider  Chrift's  more  immediate  promife^  of 
infpiration  to  the  Apoftles,  we  (hall  find,  that  he  has 
given  them  in  the  moft  proper  fenfe  of  the  word,  at  three 
feveral  periods,  ift,  when  he  fent  the  Apoftles  to  preach 
tjie  Gofpel',  2dly,  in  holding  a  public  difcourfe  relating  . 
to  the  Gofpel,  at  which  were  prefent  a  confiderable  mul- 
titude*,  3(%,  in  his  prophecy  of  the  dcftruftion  of  Je- 
tufaleta  Vrf  Now,  whoever  reads  thefe  palTages  muft  be 
convinced  that  they  relate  not  to  ordinary  gifts,  or  the 
ufual  endowments  of  Providence,  for  the  Holy  Ghoft,  or 
divine  infpiration,  is  particularly  mentioned,  *  //  is  not  ye 
thai /peaky  hit  the  Holy  Gbojt^*  ^nd  again,  */V/j  not  ye  that 
f peaky  but  the  fpirit  if  your  lather  which  fpeaketb  inyou^ 
for  which  reafon  it  was  forbidden  them  to  take  thought 
before  hand,  what  they  ihould  fpeak ;  'and  this  promife 
was  not  confined  to  the  matter,  which  (hould  be  fug- 
gefted  to  them,  but  was  extended  to  the  very  manner,  in 
which  they  fiiould  utter  it.  It  is  true  that,  when  we 
argue  from  their  infpiration  on  thefe  occafions  to  the  in- 
fpiration of  their  writings,  we  draw  a  conclufion  a  mi- 
nore  ad  majus,  but  it  is  a  conclufion  to  which  no  rational 
objeSion  can  be  made :  for,  if  they  were  to  expeft  in- 
fpiration for  thofe  fpeeches  and  anfwers,  which  were 
only  temporary,  and  in  which  they  appeared  rather  as 
advocates  than  teachers,  how  much  more  reafon  had  they  . 

to 
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to  expe£l  inrpiratioti  in  tbofe  .writinj^^,  which  wcric  to 
ferve  ^s  a  ftand^rd  of  Faith  to  .pofterity  !  To  the  future 
writings  of  the  ApoRIes  Chrift  undoubtedly  alluded  when 
he  faid  to  Peter,  *  Thou  art  'PeUr  (i.  e.  a  Rock),  and 
upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  churchy  and  the  gates  cfHell 
Jpall  not  prevail  agairift  it.*  The  word  Rock  can  refer, 
pnly  to  P^ter'%  on  whofe  evidence  for  Chrift  and  bi$ 
Gofpel  the  faith  of  the  church  was  to  be  founded,  not 
only  of  that  churchy  which  heard  hioi  preach,  but  of  xhe 
future  church  even  to  the  lateft  ages,  fince  its  duratipn 
is  dcfcribed  as  unlimited^   and  never  to  be  fubdtted  by 
the  powers  of  darknefs,  .But  on  what  evidence  of  Peter 
ihaH  the  prefent  church,  or  even  that  of  the  third  and 
fourth  century,  ground  its  faith  as  on  a. rock?  Surely  not 
on  the  verbal  leulmooy  oJT  the  Apoftle,  which  may  bap- 
pen  to  be  preferved  by  oral  tradition,  a  vehicle  tb^U  ever 
adds  more  falfehood,  than  it  finds  original  troth.     This 
would  be  a  very  unflable  rock  :  bat  uofortun%|ely  weafe 
here  forfaken  by  tradition,  for  of  the  doftriges,  which 
Peter  verbally  delivered,  we  have  hardly  any  fragoieni^ 
remaining,  and  even  in  the  fourth  century  when  the 
learned  Eufebius  collected  all  that  it  was.poffible  to  find, 
the  collection  was  as  fcanty  as  at  prefeuL  The  Apofile 
then  could  by  no  other  Ofieans  become  the  Rock,  on 
which   the  future  church   fhould  bxiild  its   faith,   and 
againft  which  the  gates  of  Hell  fhould  n,ot  prevail,  tbap 
by  leaving  written  and  lading  evidence  of  the  tri^th  of 
Chrifiianity/*.     This  written  evidence  as  contained  in 
his  epifl.les,  and  perhaps  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark, 
which  was  written  under  his  diredioa. 

Another  promife,  which  was  firft  given  to  Peti^r,  and 
afterwards  extended  to  all  the  Apodlqs,  was  that  what 
ihey  Jorbad  on  earth  Jhould  be  forbiddeiH  in  HeAven^  and 
what  they  permitted  on  earth  permitted  in  Heaven  ^  This 
is  more  than  can  be  afcribed  to  any  prophet  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  who  were  not  at  all  times  infpireid'',  and 
what  they  commanded  or  forbad  could  then  only  be  con- 

fider^d 
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fidered  as  the  command,  or  prohibition  of  the  Deity, 
t^fiien  ihey  exprefsly  declared  that  they  fpoke  from  infpi-. 
ration.  If  then  this  authority  was  given  to  the  Apoftles 
vithout  referve,  it  is  manifeft  that,  as  often  as  they  ap- 
peared as  teachers  of  ifhe  Gofpel,  they  were  attended  by  a 
^onftam  rnrpiration,  and  of  courfe  when  they  committed 
the  precepts  of  Cbriftiatiity  to  writing;  or  we  muft  have 
rccouffe  to  the  hypoc'hefis,  that  the  Deity  permitted  er- 
rors to  intrude  them  felves  into  the  morality  of  .the  Gof- 
pel,  which  will  therefore  not  be  laid  to  our  charge  at 
the  general  retributfon.  This  indeed  is  highly  improba- 
ble, %at,  whichfpever  hypothefis  we  adopt,  we  fliall  come 
to  this  conclufion,  that  the  moral  precepts,  which  are 
contained  in  the  writings  of  the  Apoftles,  are  for  us  com- 
mands of  the  Deity. 

The  promifes,  which  were  given  by  Chrift  in. the 
night  preceding *hrs  death,  of  the  continual  aflfiftance  of 
the 'Holy  Ghoft,  dcfcrve  particular  attention:  and,  what 
renders  them  of  more  importance  on  the  prefent  queftioQ 
is,  that  they  are  recorded  fn  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John  %  who 
wrote  with  a  particular  view  to  fupport  the  authority  of 
the  Apoftles  againft  the  Gnoftics.  In  the  fourteenth 
chapter  * 'Chrift  a  flares  the  Apoftles,  that  he  will  fend 
them  after 'his  departure  a  teacher  or  reminder*,  that 
he  may  abide  with  them  for  ever,  '  even  the  Spirit  of 
truth,'  and  adds,  for  he  dwelleih  with  you,  and  (hall 
be  in  tou.'  A  proof,  that  no  allufion  is  made  in  the  pre- 
fent inftance  to  what  is  called  in  the  fyftem  of  Dogmatic 
Theology  ordinary  gift^,  without  which  no  man  can  be 
a  Chrifltian,  and  which  therefore  the  Apoftles  muft  have 
long  poffcfled,  but  to  thofe  extraordinary  gifts,  which 
were  imparrted  on  the  day  of  Pentecoft,  is  not  to  be 
dirpeScd  here,  becaafe  it  belongs  to  another  province'^. 
But  I  beg  my  readers  to  be  attentive  to  thofe  paffagCs 

which 
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ivhichr  are  printed  in  Italics,  and  to  examine  if  they  do 
jiot  imply  a  conftant  infpiratlon  whenever  the  Apoftles 
afTume  their  office  of  Preachers  of  the  GofpeU  They  were 
to  teftify  of  Chrift,  becaufe  they  had  been  with  him  from 
the  begrnning'9  and  knew  all  that  he  had  taught  and 
done  '* :  the  promifed  Teacher  was  to  teftify  through 
ihem,  and  to  convince  the  worlds  They  had  the  aiTu- 
ranee  then,  tbat^  whenever  they  proclaimed  the  truth  of 
the  Gofpel,  they  (hould  be  affifted  by  the  Holy  Ghoft  *, 
an  aflfiflance  which  they  had  not  during  the  life  of  Chrift, 
or  before  the  miraculous  gifts  were  imparted  on  the  day 
of  Pentecoft.  It  confifted  therefore  not  in  the  ordinary 
gifts,  as  they  are  called,  but  in  real  atul  proper  infpira- 
tion.  Now  can  we  fuppofe,  that  the  Apoftles  enjoyed 
this  infpiration,  when  they  preached  the  Gofpel  \n  ha^ 
ran^ues  heard  only  by  a  few,,,  and  that  it  ceafed^  when- 
ever they  commenced  the  more  important  talk  of  deli-* 
vering  the  Chriftian  precepts  in  writings,  which  were  to 
ferve  as  the  bafis  of  faith  and  knowledge  to  all  mankind  ? 
And  where  is  it  faid,  among  all  the  above-mentioned 
paflages,  that  thi&afliftance  (hould  be  confined  to  verbal 
teftimony,  and  that  the  Apoftles  dared  not  deliver  writ- 
ten evidence,  without  forfeiting  all  pretenfions  to  the 
promifed  aid  ?  The  Holy  Ghoft  was  to  affift  them,  not 
t>nly  in  thofe  fubjeds,  in  which  they  had  not  ^  been  in- 
ftruded  by  Chritt,  but  likewife  in  matters  to  the  know- 
ledge of  which  they  might  have  attained  by  human 
means.  By  the  natural  powers  of  memory  alone  they 
might  have  recorded  thofe  fpeeches  of  Chrift^  which  they 
themfelves  had  heard,  though  expofed  to  the  danger  of 
having  falfcly  underftood,  not  accurately  remembering, 
or  of  omitting  dodrines>  which  were  neceflary  to  be 
icnown^  For  thefe  reafons  Chrift  affures  them,  that  the 
Ijoly  Ghoft  ftiall  bring  all  things  to  their  remembrance, 
whatever  he  had  faid  unto  them^  When  the  Apoftles 
therefore,  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John,  relate  thofe  pre- 
cepts of  Chrift,  which  they  thremlelves  had  heard,   they 

write 
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write  indeed  from  their  own  memory,  but  under  the 
proteftion  of  the  Spirit,  who  fecures  them  from  the  dan- 
ger of  miftake:  and  we  muft  of  courfe  conclude  that 
their  Gofpels  arc  infpired. 

Let  us  now  examine  what  the  Apoftles  themfelves  fay 
of  their  own  infpiration.  St.  Paul  afleits  that  he  had  his 
Gofpcl  not  of  men,  nor  even  of  other  Apoftles,  but  from 
the  immediate  revelation  of  Chrift  ^  himfelf.  Even  aa 
outward  ceremony,  the  celebration  of  the  facrament,  he 
fays  that  he  has  received  from  the  Lord':  it  is  no  won- 
der then  that  God  revealed  unto  him  by  his  Spirit  truths 
which  lie  beyond  the  reach  of  human  philofophy  ".  St.' 
Peier'likewifefays  of  the  Apoftles,  that  they  preached  ihcf 
Gofpel  with  the  Holy  Ghoft  fent  down  from  Heaven*. 
From  thefe  paftages  it  appears  that  the  Apoftles  were 
Prophets,  and  that  in  an  higher  fenfe  than  the  Prophets 
of  the  Old  Teftament,  though  it  does  not  immediately^ 
follow  that  their  writings  were  infpired.  But  even  this 
ceafes  tobe  a  queftion^  when  we  read  what  St.  Paul  has 
written  on  another  occafion,  who  in  anfwer  to  the  com-' 
plaints  of  the  Corinthians,  that  his  harangues  were  de- 
void of  the  graces  of -oratory,  replies  in  the  following 
manner :  *  We /peak  mt  in  the  words^  which  maris  wifdoni 
ttaehetb^  hut  which  the  Hdy  Ghoft  teacheih,  comparing /pi^ 
ritual  things  with/piritual\'  Now  it  is  impoffible,  that 
ibis  can  be  confined  to  fpeeches  which  laft  for  an  inftant,' 
and  be  excluded  from  writings  that  will  remain  for  ever : 
nor  do  the  words  of  the  Apottle  in  the  Icaft  degree  imply 
fo  narrow  a  conftruftion.  ^ 

He  appeals  in  the  firft  epiftie  to  the  Corinthians ',  not 
only  to  the  community  in  general,  but  to  thofe  who 
were  prophets  or  fpiritual,  to  acknowledge,  that  the  things 
tiiat  be  \vrote  unto  them  were  the  commandment  of  the' 
Lord.  In  the  feventh  chapter  of  the  fame  Epiftle  he 
aiakes  a  diftindion  between  that,  which  he  writes  as  the 

command 
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command  of  God,  and  that  which<  he  writes  as  bis  owa 

Erivate  advice;  and  with  refpeft  to  certain  qtieftiont,  that 
ad  been  propofed  to  hioi,  fays  ^^  I  have  no  cooMDandmenl; 
of  the  Lord,  yet  I  give  my  judgment  as  one  thai  bath 
obtained  mercy  of  the  Lord  to  be  faithful.*'  It  is  a  matter 
of  furprife,  that  an  argument  has  been  drawn  from  this 
paiTage  againft  the  infpiration  of  his  epiftlesy  and  of  dill 
greater  furprife,  that  the  objedion  fliould  appear  fo  im^ 
portant  that  the  commentators' have  attempted  to  dcfeod 
the  infpurauon  of  thefe  very  paiTages,  by  xeknin^  to  the 
ibrtieth  verfe  o£  the  (eventh  chapter^  in  which  St  Pauliji 
after  having  delivered  his  own  opinion,,  adds  ^  I  tiiink 
alfo  I  have  the  Spirit  of  Cod.'  Bui  thofe  counfels,  which 
St.  Paul  gives  as  of  his  own  authority,  and  in  which  be 
himfelf  protefts  againft  infpiration,  it  is  agreeable  to 
common  feofe  to  fuppofe  were  not  infpired*^:  and  thevc 
can  be  no  reafon,  when  the  Corinthians  afk  his  advice  on 
points,  on  which  he  has  no  infpiration,  why  he  (bould 
fiot  give  it  according  to  the  di£lates  of  human  realbsi 
only,  when  he  himfelf  exprefsly  declares  ii.  On  the  cofif? 
tr/iry,  this  very  argument  is  a  proof  of  the  infpiration  oC 
bis  epinies  in  general,  (ince  no  exception  can  be  made 
till  a  rule  has  been  eftablifhed. 

if  the  fecondepiftleof  Peter  be  genuine^  which  I  really 
believe,  it  contains  a  pafldge  \  Which,  though  generally 
overlooked,  is  of  great  imporiance  to  the  prefent  quefiiooL 
He  had  fpoken  of  the  epifiles  of  St.  Paul,  in  which,  or 
in  the  fubjeSs  of  which  he  treated,  ^for  here  is  a  varia* 
tion ')?  *  there  were  fome  things  hard  to  be  underfl:ood„ 
which  they  that  were  unlearned  and  unftable,  wrefted 
as  they  did  all  the  other  fcriptures  (ro^  AOIdAi:  yf ai9»$y 
unto  their  own  deftru8ion.*  Here  it  is  certain  that  rmg 
^a<p4^  is  ufed  for  the  (acred  writings  kat  «^»x*'  }^  ^^ 
lame  fenfe,  ^s  the  Jews  applied  \t  to  the  Old  Tei1:anaent, 
amd  the  words  TUi  AQinAl  fet  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul, 

i&t 
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at  kaft  as  many  as  exifted  at  that  lisic^  00  the  fome  level 
With  the  Old  T^dament,  and  Fefer  to  them  as  a  part  of 
tbofe  vnrilings^.  W'hieh  feouBdiirn*  exceltentiani  are  ftyled 
9%  7if«f4i,  0^5  as  we  iheuld  exprefs  it^  the  Bible. 


SECT.      III. 

Of  ib$fif  writings  $f  the  New  TefiamenU  which  were  not 
written  iy  Apoftks^  but  iy  affiftants  of  the  Apfiles. 

BESIDE  thofe  books  of  thp  New  Teftament,  which 
we  b«^ve  (hewo  to  be  iofpired  as  having  been  written 
by  Apoftles,  there  are  three  which  were  written  by  their 
affidants^  viz,  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Nf  ark  and  of  St.  Luke 
and  the  A£t3  of  the  Apoftles.  The  queftion  is„  what  are 
the  grounds  for  placing  thefe  Ukewife  in  the  canon  ? 

I  mufl;  confefs,  that  \  aoi  unable  to  find  a  fa(isfa€lory 
proof  of  their  infpiration,  and  the  more  I  inveftigate  the 
fubje£l,  and  the  oftener  I  compare  their  writings  with 
thofe  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John,  the-  greater  are  my 
doubts.^  In  the  third  edition  of  this  work,  I  delivered 
the  arguments  for  and  agai»(l  their  infpiration  with  a 
degree  of  uncertainty)  which  fide  of  the  queftion  I  fhould 
prefer,  though  rather  inclined  to  the  affirmative;  at  pre- 
fenf>  though  I  fliall  deliver  my  fentimeots  in  the  fame 
cautious  uncertainty  as  before^  I  am  ftrongly  inclined  to 
the  negative.  That  theCe  books  were  written  by  affiftants 
of  the  Apoftles  affords  no  proof  of  their  infpiration> 
even  could  it  be  Ihewu,  what  is  not  grounded  on  hiflo- 
ricarevidence,  but  merely  on  probable  conje^liue,  that 
St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  were  endowed  with  the  extraor- 
dinary gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  as  appears  to  have  been 
the  cafe  with  St.  Paul's  alTiftant  Timothy  \  and  the  dea- 
cons mentioned  in  the  A£ts  of  the  Apoftles  *.  For  a  dif- 
ciple  might  pofref]&  the  gift  of  miracles,  be  able  to  reflore 
.the  fiick)  to  fpeak  languages  which  he  had  never  learnt, 
and  ^ven  bQ  endowed  with  the  fpiricof  prophecy,  though 

his 
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his  writings  were  noijnipired''.:  ii  quality  which  we  have 
no  reafon,  to  afcribe  to  the  works  of  a  prophet^- except, 
^ben  he  declares  as  fuch^  that  what  he  writes  is  iufpired, 
and  that  he  in  thofe  inftances  afiomes.  that  charaQer, 
But  this  neither  St.  Mark  nor  St.  Luke  have  declared  in 
any  part  of  their  writings. 

It  has  been  objefled  to  thof^  who  have  grounded  their 
arguments  for  inrpiratipn  on  the  charader  of  an  Apoftle^s 
^fljftant^  that  according  to  thofe  principles  wie:  inuft  re- 
ceive the  genuine epiftle  of  Clemens  Roinanus,  and. thofe 
of  the  other  apoftolic  fathers  as  divine.  Now  this  oh* 
je£^ion  is  carried  too  far,  fince  there  is  a  manifeft  di^eir- 
ence  between  perfons,  who  were  iimply  contemporaries 
pf  the  Apoftles,  and  thofe  who  were  their  conftant  friends 
and  companions.  Yet  it  would  be  difficult  to  ihew  the 
juftice  of  this  conelufion^  ^  a  difciple  accompanied  ap 
apoftle  on  hisjournies,  therefore  bis  writings  areinfpired* 

Another  proof  which  has  been  given  is  much  ftronger 
thiin  the  former,  viz.  that  the  Apoftles  themfelves  have 
recommended  thefe  books  as  canonical.  If  that  be  true, 
alt  doubt  of  their  canonical  authority  is  removed.  Bui; 
which  of  the  Apoftles  has  given  this  recommendation  or 
teftimony, and  where  is  it  recorded?  In  their epiftles, at 
leaft  in  refpeft  to  St.  Luke,  no  trace  is  to  be  found.  For 
thofe  paffagcs,  in  which  St.  Paul  fays^  *  my  Gofpel,'  have 
no  reference  to  the  Gofpel  of  St,  Luke,  as  I  (ball^ew  in 
the  fecohd  part  of  this  work.  We  cannot  therefore  alledge> 
in  favour  of  St.  Luke's  Gofpel,  whatEufebius^  without 
taking  it  upon  him felf,  relates  in  the  name  of  otliers, 
«  they  fay  (^ottr^)  that  St.  Paul  alludes  to  the  Gofpel  of 
St. Luke  when  he  fpeaks  of  his  own  Gofpel,  ^  Agreeable 
to  my  Gofpel.'  St.  John  likewife  who  butliyed  all  the 
Apoftles,  and  to  whofe  evidence  appeal  has  been  made 
for  the  arrangement  of  the  canon,  or  at  leaft  for  the 
authority  of  the  three  firftGofpels,  writes  not  a  iyllable 
on  that  ftibje6l  either  in  his  Gofpel,  or  his  Epiftles. 

When  it  is  faid,  that  the  Apoftles  have  verbally  re- 
commended \o  the  Chriftians  the  reading  this^  or  that 
. '   .  parti- 
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particular  Gofpef,  the  quefttons  which  nsiturally  arife  are 
ift.  What  have  thejr  faid,  and  have  they  declared  them 
to  be  infpired?  2dlyv  How  do  we  know  that  they  have 
^ven  this  advice  ?  They  might  have  commended  a  book 
as  containing  genuine  hiftorical  accounts^  without  vouch* 
ing  for  its  inFpiration;  and,  when  even  this  commenda^ 
tion  is  grounded  not  on  the  evidence  of  thofe,  who  heard 
it  from  the-Apoftles  themfelves,  but  on  the  uncertain 
accounts  of  later  writers,  the  argument  has  little' weight. 
Eufebius  is  the  oldeft,  indeed  the  only  colleflor  of  ac- 
<x>unts,  from  whom  we  can  derive  information;  an  au-^ 
tbor,  by  no  means  prejudiced  againft  St.  Luke,  for  he 
exprefsly  declares  his  writings  to  be  infpired.  He  fays 
thai  St.  Luke  has  given  proofs  of  a  more  fpiritual,  and 
•fublime  medical  knowledge^  which  he  had  received  from 
4he  Apoftles  in  two  books  divinely  infpired  (ii»  intn  S-bow^ 
yiuroK  l9«6A»dij).  But  what  teftimonies  of  the  Apoftles  is 
he  able  to  produce  in  fupport  of  this  affertion  ?  Kxcepc 
'the  inftance  already  mentioned,  which  appeared  even  to 
*himto  bean  uncertain  tradition,  the  whole  evidence  refts 
on  the  two  following  examples.  In  the  twenty-fourth 
chapter  of  the  third  book  he  writes  as  follows,  '  they  fay 
(jpa^i)  that  St.  John,  who  had  till  that  time  preached 
only  by  word,  was  induced  to  write  a  Gofpel  by  the  fol. 
lowing  motive.  The  three  firft  Gofpels,  which  were  at 
'that  time  univerfally  known,  he  had,  as  is  reported,  ac^ 
cepted  as  genuine,  and  teftified  their  truth  {aLTFoii^ocff^oti 

f^tp  ^QLtFiw  aXfi9fsa»   ftVT0ic  firijEAafTv^n^avra)  ;   but  found  in 

them  no  account  of  the  firtt  years  of  Chrift's  miniftry, 
&c.  It  appears  then  that  Eufebius  did  not  take  upon 
himfelf  to  vouch  for  the  truth  of  this  aflfertion,  but  relates 
mercJy  the  report  of  others:  and  even  if  no  objeftion 
could  be  made  to  this  pafTage  on  other  grounds,  the  ufc 
of  that  fufpicious  word  (pacfi  is  fufficient  to  render  the 
evidence  highly  uncertain.  Fc  r  the  reports  of  perfons 
unknown  without  argument  and  without  authority,  can 
discide  nothing  on  a  fubjeft  of  fuch  confequence.  Bc- 
fides  the  motive  here  aUcdged  to  induce  St.  John  to 
^rke  his  Gofpel  is  quite  different  from  that^  which  is 

ufually 


ufuaUy  giveo,  as  will  appear  firom  the  fecond  part  of  tim 
vork.  But,  if  we  admit  the  whole  relation  to  be  certaii^ 
what  inference  is  to  be  drawn  froia  it  i  Not  that  thofir 
writings  were  infpired,  but  only  that  they  were  ypon  i)m 
whole  hiftorically  true '.    ^ 

The  other  inftance  is  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  t^e  fifilk 
book)  where  he  makes  the  following  quotation  from  Ir^r 
D^us,  ^  after  the  death  of  Peter  and  Paul,  Mark  comr 
mitted  to  writing  what  Peter  had  verbally  taught^  aad 
Luke  the  companion  of  Paul  compofed  a  book  of  the 
Gofpel  which  ht  had  preached'     (Kai  Air««K  ih  •  ^)M!^ 

xaTfOfTo).'  But  this  teftimony  amounts  to  nothing*  Tq 
compoje  a  Gofpel  from  what  had  beqn  preached  by  m 
Apoftle,  is  not  the  fame  as  being  infpired  by  .the  Deiiy^ 
Beiides  the  relation  of  Irensus  is  m^nifeftly  erroneouo^ 
for  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke  mud  have  been  written  during 
the  life  of  St.  Paul,  fince  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles,  which 
,  are  a  continuation  of  the  Gofpel,  were  finifhed  befori^  the 
death  of  the  Apoftle* :  and  we  may  remark  of  Iren^us 
JQ  general  that,  though  he  is  a  very  antientevidenq^,  be 
is  not  always  to  be  relied  ouj  becaufe  his  works  contain 
many  exceptionable  paflages.  The  obfervation  of  Ter- 
tulliaD%  which  Lardner  adds'  to  corroborate  the  above, 
^  nam  et  Lucse  digeftum  Paulo  adicribere  folqut ;  capic 
magiftrorum  videri,  quae  difcipuli  promulgarint,'  affords 
as  little  or  rather  lefs  fatisfadion  than  the  former  inr 
fiance  \  efpecially  when  we  coniider  tha^t  he  makes  a  dif- 
tindion  between  Apoftles  and  Apoftolic  men^,.  calling 
thofe  properly  Gofpels  which  were  written  by  the/orm^r, 
viz,  St.  Matthew  and  St.  John,  and  lefs  valuing  that, 
which  alone  was  accepted  by  Marcion,  the  Gofpel  writien 
by  St.  Luke. 

The  circumftances  relating  to  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark 
appear  to  be  fomewhat  different.  .It  will  appear  from 
the  fecond  part  of  this  work,  that  according  to  a  very  an- 
tient  tradition ^  St.  Peter  having  bee^  informed  that  St. 
Mark  had  begun  to  write  a  Gofpel  at  the  requeft  of  the 
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R6maci  CbriftianS)  exprefled  at  the  iaftigation  €»f  cbe 
Holy  Gboft :  bis  approbation  of  their  zeal  and  thif  ft  for 
knowledge^  and  commanded  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  ta 
be  read  in  the  cbunrcfaes.  I  will  go  ev«n  a  ftep  further 
than  others  have  done  ^^  and  (hew  that  a  paflage  in  the 
fecond  epiftle  ^^  of  St  Peter  (an  epiftle  indeed  not  included 
in- the  (•/MaXoy»|bii»«)  refers  to  theGofpelof  St.  Mark,  wbieb 
St.  Peter  promotedj  aad  fumifhed  the  author  with  mate'- 
rials*  St.  Mark  wrote  then  with  the  approbation  and 
imder  the  prote£tk>n  of  an  Apoftle ',  and  so  far  he  may 
be  (aid  to  have  written  by  divine  authority.  If  infpira* 
lion  can  be  afcribed  to  an  author  who  by  the  mediate  o^r 
immediate  com.mand  of  the  Deity  oompofes  a  work  by 
the  aid  of  hi«  own  natural  abilities,  in  the  fame  manner, 
as  an  hiftoriograpber  is  commiflioned  by  hi^  (bvereign  toi 
write  a  hiftorys  St.  Mark  wa&undoubtedly  infpired';  but 
from  fuch  infpifration  it  does  not  follow  that  he  was  in~^ 
fallible^  and  in  fome  immateriai  inilances  he  feems  to 
have  erred.  lofpiration  in  the  ufual  fenfe  of  ihe  word 
conveys  a  much  higher  notion,  and  implies  not  only  a 
divine  comraarnd  to  write,  but  immediate  afliftance  fron^ 
the  Deity  in  writing,  fo  as  to  fecure  the  author  from  the 
danger  of  miftake :  and  in  this  literal  and  fubtime  mean^ 
ing  it  is  uiied  by  thofe,  who  with  the  utmoft  difficuky, 
and  notfeldom  by  unnatural  expUnatioiis  attempt  to  re- 
concile Si.  Mdrk  with  St.  Matthew,  or  to  fliew  that  he  is 
mo  where  corre^ed  by  St.  John.  This  peculiar  inTpira*^ 
tion,  this»  fupernatural  aid  and  infallibility,  is  not  to  be 
inferred  from  the  approbation  or  encouragement  of  St. 
Peter.  £ven  if  that  opinion  be  jult,  (which  1  advanced 
the  firft,  and  by  which  I  ftill  abide,  without  knowing  how 
many  have  acceded  to  it  fince  the  (econ<i  ediiion  of  this 
work)  that  St.  Peter  alludes  in  his  (econd  epftle  ^  to  the 
Gofjpelof  St«  Mark,  no  inference  can  be  made  in  regard 
to  its  divine  infptration,  but  only  to  its  gener<il  credibi- 
lity and  exceUence^ as  bein^  promoted  and  patronized  by 
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an  Apoftle.  If  a  prophet,  or  an  Aploftle,  (hould  encou- 
rage me  to  write  a  hiftory,  for  v^hich  I  have  already  col- 
leded  materials,  and  promifed  at  the  fame  time  to  aflift 
and  furnifli  me  with  ^counts  which  he  could  atteft  as 
eye-witnefs,  he  would  not  by  fo  doing  communicate  to 
mtj  and  to  my  writings  his  divine  infpiration.  A  com- 
misnication  of  that  nature  is  fo  extraordinary  a  fad,  as  to 
be  inadmiffible  without  the  ftrongeft  evidence. 

If  my  explanation  of  the  pafl'age  bctejeQcd,  and  we 
abide  by  the  teftimony  of  the  antients,  i.  e.  oral  tradition, 
a' century  or  two  after  the  death  of  the  Apoftles,  the  evi- 
dence for  St.  Mark*s  infpiration  is  ftill  lefs  fatisfaftory.* 
St.  Peter  is  informed,  that  St.  Mark  writes  a  Gofpel  at 
the  requeft  of  the  Romans:  he  was  therefore  according 
to  that  account  not  the  perfon,  who  firft  promoted  ihc^ 
work ;  but  at  the  inftigation-of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  (a  cir- 
cumftance  which  we  learn  from  writers  who  lived  one  or 
two  hundred  years  '•  after  the  event),  he  teftlfied  his  ap- 
probation :  Of  what  ?  of  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  ?  'By  no 
means :  he  applauds  only  the  zeal  of  the  Roman  con- 
verts. But  he  commands  the  Gofpel  to  be  read  in  the' 
churches.  This  part  of  the  tradition  appears  to  be  fufpi- 
cious,  and  it  remains  a  queftton  whether  the  writings  of 
the  New  Teftament,  which  were  at  that  time  not  col-- 
ledted  into  a  volume,  were  publicly  read  in  the  churches,' 
and  formed  a  part  of  the  Sunday  fervice.  But,  if  we  ad- 
roit it  to  be  true^  it  is  no  argument  of  infpiration,  and 
proves  only  that  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  was  hiftorically 
exa^ij  and  of  general  utility.  We  read  in  our  own 
churches  the  Apocrypha,  and  the  Liturgy,  without  fup- 
pofing  them  to  be  inipired. 

For  the  dccifion  of  this  point  then,  we  muft  have  re- 
courfe  at  laft,  Proteflatits  as  well  as  Catholics,  to  the 
teftimony*  of  the  antient  church,  which  from  the  earliett 
ages  has  received  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Lukd 
as  canonical.  This  it  probably  would  not  have  done,  a^ 
it  is  contended,  if  the  Apoftles,  Paul,  Peter,  and  John, 
who  were  alive  at  their  publication,  bad  not  declared 
tbem  to  be  divine^  »         « 
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To  do  juftice  to  this  argiHiient,  we  mud  take  notice, 
that  it  reds  the  divinity  of  thefe  writings  not  on  thejudge^ 
ment  of  the  church,  but  on  the  teftimony  of  a  fadk.  We 
are  obliged  daily  to  rely  on  the  evidence  of  others  iii 
matters  of  faifb,  but  to  depend  on  the  opinion  of  another^ 
without  examining  the  grounds  of  that  opinion,  would 
be  a  pra^judicium  au3oritatis ;  and  we  can  have  noreafon 
to  believe  any  church  whatfoever,  whether  antient  or 
modern,  our  own  or  a  foreign  one,  to  be  infalh'ble.  To 
tins  muft  be  added  the  difficulty  of  determining  what  is 
the  church,  for  not  every  fe6t  of  Chriftians  has  received 
the  Gofpels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  ;  as  the  Nazarenes 
and  Ebionites,  for  inftance,  adopted  only  the  Hebrew 
Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew.  If  we  reply,  that  we  do  not  ac- 
"knowiedge  that  church  to  be  the  true  one,  we  fall  again 
into  the  circle,  that  was  mentioned  in  the  former  fedion. 

£ut  this  argument  is  founded  not  on  the  opinion  of 
the  churchy  but  on.  its  evidence  of  a  fad,  and  that  fa6l 
is,  ibe  a6lual  declaration,  which  the  Apoftles  mud  have 
made  of  the  authority  of  thefe  writings :  and  this  evidence 
h  not  the  evidence  of  a  modern  church,  which  cannot 
bear  witnefs  to  the  aflions  of  the  Apoftles^  but  that  of 
the  antieni  contemporary  church.  If  this  church,,  it  is  con* 
tended,  bad  not  heard  from  the  Apoftles,  that  the  writings 
of  their  affiftants  were  divine,  ihofe  writings  would  not 
have  been  received  in  the  facred  canon,  and  if  they  had 
not  been  in  the  canon  at  the  end  of  the  Brft  century,  they 
would  not  have  been  received  in  the  fecond  and  follow* 
ing  centuries  fo  generally,  and  without  contradi&ion. 

But  here  we  have  no  evidence  of  a  fatl,  that  was, ac- 
tually fcen  or  heard,  or  ever  delivered  on  record,  but  only 
a  condlufion  from  other  fa£ls,  and  is,  what  is  called  in 
Jaw,  an  artificial  pjoof.  Befides,  other  obje£iions  ihight 
be  made  to  the  validity  of  this  argument.  Admitting 
the  Apodles  to  have  recommended  thefe  writings,  it  is 
no  proof  of  their  infpi ration  :  and  is  it  not  polTible,  that 
the  primitive  church  accepted  them  as  works  indifpenf- 
able  to  a  Chriftian,  on  account  of  the  importance  of  their 
contents^  and  that  by  infenfible  degrees  they  acquired  the 
*  -  charader 
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cfaarader  of  being  infpired  ?  This  queftion  is  indeed  t\o 
ai^ument,  but  in  the  total  abfence  of  hiftorical  accounts, 
his  fufficient  to  weaken  the  force  of  an  argument  founded 
on  evidence  merely  negative ;  fince  not  a  fyllabte  can  be 
quoted  to  this  purpofe  from  the  antient  church,  and  our 
authorities  are  takeii  from  that  of  a  later  period. 

Two  circumftances  muft  be  added  with  refpeft  to  the 
Gofpel  of  St.  Luke,  the  one  in  its  favour,  the  other  in  its 
disfavour. 

1.  Marcion,  wbo  lived  in  the  firft  part,  or  toward  the 
middle  of  the  fecond  century,  and  therefore  about  feventy 
or  eighty  years  after  the  time  when  St.  Paul  andSt.  Lu1c6 
were  at  Rome,  rejeQs  the  other  Gofpels,  ahd  adopts  only 
that  of  St.  Luke.  Marcion  himfeTf  had  been  at  Rome!, 
and  was  able  to  derive  the  bell  information  of  what  St. 
Paul  had  declared  of  that  Gofpel.  Now  the  queftion  is; 
whether  it  was  the  force  of  teflimony,  that  induced  him 
tctgive  this  Gofpel  fo  decided  a  preference  P  This  we  may 
certainly  decide  in  the  negative :  for  we  Icnow  that  Mar- 
cion paid  no  aitehtion  to  the  evidence  and  tfadrtioh  of 
the  church,  and  he  adopted  the  Gofpel  cTf  St,  Luke,  ti  '^ 
becaufe  he  believed  it  to  be  infpired,  but  i)ecaufe  he  be- 
lieved it  to  be  genuine,  and  lefs  corrupted  than  the  other 
Gofpels.  He  reje'£led  in  the  New  Teftament  whatever 
was  contrary  to  his  own  principlbs,  and  he  prefeited  the 
Gofpel  of  St.  Lukcj  becaufe  with  fome  few  aherations, 
it  cohifiined  the  feweft  contradiftions  to  his  own  tenets. 
This  circumftance  therefore  is  of  no  weight.  * 

2.  The  beginning  of  St.  Lulce*s  Gofpel*  )ias  been 
very  frequently  alledged  as  an  argument  againft  its  in**^ 
fpiration.  Now  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  a  diKgeht 
inquiry  on  the  part  of  an  author  himfelfncceffarily  pre- 
cludes Infpitation,  the  objctl:  of  which  is  not  to  reveal  to 
a  writer  of  an  hiftorical  work  faEts  totally  unknown,  birt 
only  to  fecuie  him  from  error  ;  otherwife  he  would  for- 
feit  all  preienfioiis  to  credibiliry  unlefs  he  were  b^feved 
to  be  infpired.  Ev^n  Mofes  has  coiiipofed  the  greatell 
part  of  the  book  of  Genelis  from  antient  documents ;  rfie 
hiftoryof  his -own  time  he  has  writteh,  not  by  a  revcia'* 
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tion  of  things  before  unknown,  but  as  eye->witnefii  to  the 
fads  which  be  relates,  and  even  quotes  a  war-fong  of  the 
AmoritesS  in  proof  of  a  particular  event.  But  on  the 
other  hand  St.  Luke  bimfelf  make^  no  pretenlion  to  in« 
fpiration  ",  and  whoe:ver  reads  his  Gofpel  without  pre- 
judice will  CQnfider  it  as  a  human  produdion.  That  ex« 
preffion  in  the  preface,  y.  g,  <J«£i  xoe^oi,  affords  no  evi- 
dence.Qf  his  having  written  by  divine  command,  or  even 
at  the  inftigatioD  of  an  Apoftle.  And  this  expreflion  is 
{o  remarkable^  that  in  order  to  cover  the  defe£l,  the 
Goihiq,  .apdthetpld  Latin  tranflation  in  the  Codex  Vero* 
ne^6s  of  Bianchini,  have  added  the  words  Holy  Ghoft, 
plj^puii;  mihi  et  fpiritui  fan6lo.  To  an  hiftorian  then  \\4io 
WY^ites  in  this  manner  we  have  no  reafon  to  afcribe,  from, 
the  uncertain  tradition  of  a  later  period,  a  fupernatural 
endowment^  which  can  only  be  believed  on  the  fureft 

aqthocity. 

.Aqther  objeQion  which  may,  be  made  to  St.  Mark^ 
aqd  ,'ip  ^  (UU  higher  degree  to  St.  Luke,  are  the  contra^ 
di£lions  found  in  their  Gofpels  to  the  relations  of  St. 
Matt|iew  and  St.  John,  Apoftles  who  were  eye-witneffes 
of  ti^p  fai^s,  which  they  record.  They  differ  indeed  lefs 
frequently  from  the  latter  thi^n  from  the  former  Apoftle, 
becaufe  they  have  but  little  tnatter  in  commojn  with  his 
Gofp^.  Now,  though  it  is  true  that  the  greateft  part  / 
are  only  apparent  coniradi^ions,  there  are  others  again 
where  fo^much  art  and  tineife  are  difplayed,  to  make  the 
accounts  coincide,  that  there  is  no  room  for  any  other 
conclufion,  than  that  one  of  the  £vangeli{ls  is  raiftaken. 
As  we  ca£i  hardly  atttibute  an  error  to  St.  Manhew  or 
St.  John,  we  ihaU  >be  obliged  to  allow,  that  the  other 
£yangelilts  were  ciap£|ble  of  miftake,  and  I  have  found 
examples,  wh^e  St.  John  appears  in  a  delicate  manner 
to  have  corred^d  tlie  faults  pf  his  predeceffors.  This  laft 
obfervation  I  (hUl  Jiave  occaiion  to  apply  in  the  fecond 
part  .of  this  work,  when  I  treat  of  the  Harmony  of  the 
Q^j^ls^.^nd  I  hav^  fpoiken  of  it  atiarge  in  my  Hiftory 
of  the  4R.6[urre<;\ioni  as  well  in  the  preface,  as  in  the 
hook.itfelf.  .Should  J  live  to  publifli  my  Translation  of 
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ihc  New  Teftament,  ^hich  is  now  ready  for  the  prefs,  a 
ftill  greater  number  of  examples  will  be  given  in  the 
notes  to  the  four  Evangelifts.  If  the  word  infpiratiort 
therefore  be  taken  in  fucb  a  fenfe  a«  to  include  infallibi- 
litv,  we  can  fcarcelv  believe,  that  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke 
were  infpired.  The  violent  methods  which  have  been 
ufed  to  reconcile  their  ^accounts  with  thofe  of  the  other 
Evangelifts,  and  the  infuperable  difficulty,  which  has 
hitherto  attended  the  harmony  of  the  Gofpels,  have  caft 
a  dark  (hade  on  our  religion,  and  the  truth  and  fimpli* 
city  of  its  hiftory  have  been  almoft  buried  under  the 
weight  of  explanations.  No  one  has  applied  this  objec* 
lion  with  fo  much  force,  and  fo  much  danger  to  the 
Chridian  religion,  as  the  anonymous  author  of  the  Wol-' 
fenbuttel  Fragments  publiftied  by  Leffing,  efpecially 
with  refpe6i  to  the  Refurredion.  But  the  greateft  part 
of  thefe  objeflions  are  deprived  of  their  force,  if  we  al-  ^ 
low  the  failibility  of  thiefe  two  Evangelifts,  nor  refolve 
to  defend  with  obftinacy  a  poft,  that  is  hardly  to  be 
maintained. 

.  This  canceflion  is  no  difadvantage  either  to  ourfelves 
Qr  the  two  Evangelifts  ;  the  fpecches  which  they  have 
r.ecorded  of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles  make  a  part  of  their 
Hiftory,  and  weconGder  their  contents,  not  as  the  fentt- 
ments  of  thofe  who  relate,  but  6^  thofe  who  deKvered 
tlienu  Though  their  Gofpels  wete  not  infpired,  they 
would  retain  their  real  excellence,  and  remain  Indifpen- 
fable  to  every  Chrftian.  If  St.  Luke  had  not  recorded 
events,  which  are  unnoticed  by  the  other  Evangelifts, 
we  fliould  have  been  ignorant  of  many  important  articles 
in  the  hiftory  of  Chrift,  and  that  of  John  the  Baptift* 
Even  the  commencement  of  his  miniftry,  and  the  year 
of  his  death,  could  without  the  Gofpel  of  St,  Luke  be 
determined  with  no  precifion.  His  A£ts  of  the  Apoftles 
is  one  of  the  beft  written  hiftorical  books,  either  of  the 
Old  or  New  Teftament ;  and  if  we  had  been  deprived  of 
this  document,  we  Ihould  not  only  have  remained  with- 
out knowledge  of  tHt  rife  and  progrefs  of  the  primitive 
church,  a  mauer  of  great  confequence  in  determining • 
.1  the 
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the  truth  of  our  religion,  but  without  the  means  of  ex- 
plaining the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  on  which  the  A6ls  of 
the  Apoftles  throw  the  cleared  light.  Could  therefore 
any  one  demonftrate,  that  St.  Luke  wrote  without  in- 
fpiration,  and  (imply  as  a  careful  hi  dorian,  according  to 
the  plan  which  he  propofes  in  his  preface,  I  fhould  ftill 
read  his  Gofpel,  ^nd  Ads  of  the  Apoftles,  with  the  fame 
attention  as  at  prefent :  and  we  (hould  have  the  particu* 
lar  advantage  of  being  freed  from  difBculties,  which 
are  almoft  infurmountable.  The  chief  hiftorical  ob- 
jeftions  which  are  drawn  from  profane  authors  have  re- 
fpe£l  to  St.  Luke:  and  if  we  can  refolve  to  abandon  the 
infpiration  of  his  writings,  as  well  as  thofe  of  St.  Mark, 
we  fliall  eiTentially.  ferve  the  caufe  of  our  religion,  and 
difarm  our  adverfaries  at  once^  by  depriving  them  of 
that  pretext,  to  deny  the  truth  of  Chriftianity,  which 
they  derive  from  contradi£tions  not  wholly  to  be  re« 
moved  '*. 


CHAP.     IV. 

OF    THE    LANGUAGE    OF    THE    NEW    TESTAMENT*. 

S    E    C    T.      L 

The  greateft  part  of  the  New  Tejiament  was  written  in 
Greek.     Re  of  on  of  its  being  written  in  that  language. 

THE  books  of  the  Ntrw  Teftament  in  general  were 
written  originally  in  Greek,  except  the  Gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew,  and  theepiftle  to  the  Hebrews.  The  re^fon 
for  excepting  thefe  books,  which  I  believe  to  be  tranf- 
lations  from  the  Hebrew,  will  be  given  in  the  fecond 
pare  of  this  work,  and  may  be  found  in  the  preface  to 
my  expofition  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews. 

It  is  obvious,  that  not  any  holinefs,  or  peculiar  pre- 
rogative of  the  Greek  language,  could  have  determined 
the  Deity  a  priori  to  give  it  the  preference,  and  that  the 
canonical  authority  of  a  book  of  the  New  Teftament  has 
. . -  G  no 
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no  relation  to  the  language  in  which  it  was  written^ 
This  indeed  has  fometimes  been  afTerted,  and  it  has  been 
argued  on  that  ground,  chat  the  original  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gofpel,  and  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  could  not 
have  been  Hebrew.     But  where  is  that  pofition  to  be 
found  in  the  Bible,  that  every  canonical  book  of  the  New    . 
Tcftament  mud  have  been  written  originally  in  Greek, 
or  how  can  it  be  (hewn  from  the  nature  of  the  thing  it- 
felf  !^  It  is  true,  that  whoever  is  perfuaded,  that  the  Gof- 
pel  of  St  Matthew,  and  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  exift 
not  in  a  tranflation,  but  in  the  original,  may  contend 
hat  all  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  were  written  in 
Greek :  but  this  would  be  only  an  hiftorical  pofition, 
and  could  not  be  applied  to  thefe  two  excepted  books, 
without  arguing  in  a  circle.     This  falfe  conclufion  has 
probably  been  occafioned  in  proteftant  countries  by  the 
following  caufe.    In  the  public  ledures  *  on  dogmattca), 
and  polemical  Theology,  it  is  aflumed  as  a  chara6tcri(lic 
mark  of  the  canonicity  of  a  book  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
that  it  be  written  in  Hebrew  or  Chaldee.     Now  fpr  the 
authority  of  the  Old  Teftament  we  rely  on  the  teftimony 
of  Chrift  and  his  Apcftles,  who  have  confirmed  the 
canoji  of  the  Jews,  of  which  all  the  books  are  written  in 
thofe  languages.     This  principle^  the  bafisof  which  has 
been  falfely  undcrft:ood,  is  transferred  from  the  Old  to 
the  New  Teftament,  which,  as  well  as  the  former,  has 
been  fuppofed  to  have  its  canonical  language :  and  hence 
has  arifen  that  pofition  received  in  dogmatical  Theology, 
that  every  canonical  book  in  the  New  Teftament  was 
written  originally  in  Greek. 

It  is  difficult  to  comprehend  in  what  refped  the  lan- 
guage of  the  New  Teftament  is  related  to  its  Divinity. 
The  univerfal  church,  or,  to  uie  an  expreifion  of  the 
Bible\  the  whole  people  of  God,  confifted  not  merely  of 
perfons  who  fpoke  Greek,  but  of  nations  who  fpoke  a 
great  variety  of  languages :  the  body  of  the  church,  into 
which  the  numerous  heathen  converts  were  engrafted, 
confifted  of  Jews,  among  whom  were  ma,ny  thoufands, 
who  fpoke  not  Greeks  but  Hebrew  or  Chaldee;  perhaps 

tho 


SECT.  I.         Language  of  the  New  Teftament.  99 

the  greateft  part  of  thofe  who  at  the  time  of  the  deftruc* 
lion  of  Jerufalem  fled  to  Pella,  and  other  neighbouring 
cities  of  Syria.  To  argue  therefore  a  priori  (though  ar- 
guments of  that  nature  when  applied  to  the  Deity  arc 
generally  without  foundation)  it  feems  becoming  the 
wifdom  of  Providence  to  have  permitted-  at  leaft  a 
part  of  the  infpired  writings  to  be  written  in  the  lan- 
guage, which  was  fpoken  by  the  mother  churih.  But  it 
is  to  no  purpofe  to  examine  in  what  language  the  New 
Teftament  might  have  been  writteO)  and  the  only  quef-* 
tion  of  importance  is,  in  what  language  it  aftually  was 
written. 

The  fuppoGtion,  that  God  has  chofen  in  his  wifdom 
the  Greek  language,  as  a  vehicle  of  revelation,  becaufe 
it  was  at  that  time  the  language  mod  generally  known, 
is  as  little  to  the  purpofe,  as  the. former  argument.  No 
language  is  fo  widely  extended,  as  to  be  underltood  b/ 
a  tenth  part  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  globe ;  whatever 
then  the  Deity  had  adopted  as  a  fource  of  religious  in* 
formation,  the  greater  part  of  mankind  muft  have  de- 
rived their  knowledge  from  tranflations,  and  we  know 
that  the  Chriftians  of  the  Eait  read  the  New  Teftament 
at  a  \^Ty  early  period  in  the  Syriac,  and  thofe  of  Africa 
and  the  Weilern  part  of  Europe  in  the  Latin  verfion. 
Befides,  the  duration  of  a  language  is  itfelf  limited,  and 
that^  which  is  at  prefenc  the  moft  general  in  Europe, 
may  in  a  thoufand  years  have  ceafed  to  be  a  living  lan- 
guage ;  even  the  Greek,  which  was  underftood  in  Italy 
^nd  Gaul,  which  in  confequence  of  Alexander's  vi6lories 
was  introduced  into  Egypt,  and  fpread  throughout  the 
£aft,  has  been  conBned  fince  the  feventh  century  within 
a  ytty  narrow  compafs.  Almoft  all  Europe  has  loft  the 
advantage  of  receiving  ic  as  the  language  of  literature, 
and  not  only  in  the  ages  of  ignorance,  but  even  in  the 
eighteenth  century,  we  may  complain  of  the  negle£t  of 
Grecian  learning.  It  might  feem  then  not  unworthy  the 
wifdom  of  Providence  to  have  chofen  the  Latin  language^ 
as  the  mean  of  revelation;  and  Haidouin  has  adually 
ondcavorcd  to  prove  that  the  New  Teftament  was  writ- 
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ten  originally  in  that  language.  Another  critic  might 
for  the  faoie  reafon  propofe  the  Arabic,  which  (ince  the 
feventh  century  has  bten  fpoken  in  a  greater  extent  of 
councry^  than  the  Greek  in  its  moft  flourifbsng  period* 
But  in  this  chain  of  reafoning  a  circumftance  has  been 
ufually  omitted,  which  entirely  alters  the  nature  of  the 
argument.  The  language  of  the  New  Teftament  is  fo 
intermisted  with  Hebraifms,  that  many  native  Greeks 
might  have  found  it  difficult  to  underiland  it,  or  have 
been  deterred  from  the  attempt  by  the  nature  of  the  ftylc. 
This  at  lead  is  certain,  that  if  Plutarch,  and  the  philo^ 
fophic  Tacitus,  who  likewife  was  acquainted  with  the 
Greek,  had  been  abte  to  read  thehiftorical  books  of  the 
Old  Teftament  in  the  Greek  trannation>  they  would 
never  have-xommitted  fuch  grofs,  and  fometimes  ridi- 
culous miftakes,  relating  to  the  Jewifb  nation ;  and,  as 
that;  tranfiation  exifted  long  before  that  period,  it  is  highly 
probable  that  the  ftyte  of  the  Septuagint,  which  is  (imilar 
to  that  of  the  New  Teftament,  was  the  caufe  of  its  not 
being  read  by  the  Greeks  and  Romans.  It  could  hardly 
then  be  the  ihtention  of  Providence  in  the  choice  of  a 
language,  to  adopt  any  one  m  particular,  becaufe  it  was 
moft  generally  known ;  fince  the  divine  Will  not  only 
might-haviei)een,  but  a£lual}y  has  been  communicated  to 
the  greateft  part  of  mankind  through  the  medium  of  trans- 
lations. We  muft  confider  it  however  as  a  blefiing  of 
Providence,  that  a  language  was  adopted,  which  was  in- 
telligible to  fo  many,  and  for  the  underftanding  of  which 
fo  many  critical  helps  are  ftill  remaining ;  though  thefe 
are  rather  confequenccs  of  the  New  Teftament's  being 
written  in  Greek,  fince  a  divine  revelation  naturally  in- 
duced mankind  to  cultivate  the  language  in  which  it 
was  delivered. 

The  true  reafon,  why  the  greateft  part  of  the  New 
Teftament  was  written  in  Greek,  is  fimply  this,'  that  it 
was  the  language  beft  underftood  both  by  writers,  and 
readers.  Had  St.  Paul  written  to  a  community  in  the 
Roman  province  of  Africa,  be  might  have  written  per* 
haps  in  Latin  ;  but  epiftles  to  the  inhabitants  of  Corinth, 
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Galatia  S  Ephefus,  Phiiippi,  and  Theflfalonica,  to  Ti- 
mothy, Titus,  and  Philemon,  from  a  native  of  Tarfus, 
could  hardly  be  expeBed  in  any  other  language  than 
Greek.  The  fame  may  be  faid  of  the  epiftles  of  St. 
Peter,  which  are  addrefl'ed  to  the  Chriftians  of  different' 
countries,  who  had  no  other  language  in  common  than 
the  Greek;  and  likewife  of  the  epiftles  of  St.  James, 
who  wrote  to  Jews,  that  lived  at  a  diftance  from  Palef- 
tine,  and  were  ignorant  of  Hebrew  ^  The  native  lan- 
guage of  St.  Luke,  as  well  as  of  Theophilus,  to  whom 
he  addrelfed  his  Gofpel,  and  A3s  of  the  Apoftles,  ap- 
pears to  have  been  Greek ;  and  that  St.  John  wrote  his 
Gofpel  in  that  language,  and  Qot  in  Hebrew,  is  by  no 
means  a  matter  of  furprife,  fince  he  wrote  at  Ephefus. 

With  refpe6l  to  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  it  may  be 
aiked  indeed  why  St.  Paul  did  not  write  in  Latin  ?  Now, 
whoever  propofes  this  queftion  muft  prefuppofe,  that  St. 
Paul  was  mafter  of  the  Latin  language  in  fuch  a  degree, 
as  to  find  no  difficulty  in  writing  it,  a  matter  which  re- 
mains to  be  proved.  I  make  no  doubt,  that  St.  Paul 
was  acquainted  with  the  Latin ;  but  between  under- 
(landing  a  language,  and  being  able  to  write  it,  is  a  very 
material  difference.  As  St,  Paul  was  a  native  of  Tarfus,' 
his  native  language  was  Greek;  he  had  travelled  during 
feveral  years  through  countries,  in  which  no  other  lan- 
guage was  fpoken,  and  when  he  addrefled  the  Roman 
centurion  at  Jerufalem,  he  fpoke  not  Latin,  but  Greek. 
Is  it  extraordinary  then,  that  in  writing  to  the  inhabi* 
tants  of  Rome  he  fhould  have  ufed  a  language^  which 
was  there  fo  generally  underftood  ?  It  has  been  long  re- 
marked, chat  Greek  was  at  that  time  as  well  known  in 
Rome,  as  French  in  any  court  of  modern  Europe  :  that 
according  to  Juvenal  *  even  the  female  fex  made  ufe  of 
Greek  as  the  language  of  familiarity  and  paffion;  and 
that  in  letters  of  friendfhip,  Greek  words  and  phrafes  were 
introduced  with  greater  freedom,  than  French  expref- 
fions  in  German  letters,  as  appears  from  Cicero's  epiftles 
to  Atticus,  and  from  thofe  of  Auguftus  preferved  in  the 
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works  of  Suetonius*.  To  this  muft  be  added  a  material 
circumflance,  that  a  great  part  of  the  Romdii  Chriftians 
confided  of  native  Jews,  who  were  better  acquainted 
with  Greek,  than  with  Latin,  as  either  they  themfelves, 
or  their  anceftors,  had  come  from  Greece,  Afin  Minor, 
or  Egypt,  in  which  Greek  was  the  language  of  the 
country.  At  leaft  they  read  the  Bible  in  that  language  % 
as  no  Latin  tranflation  of  the  Old  Teftament  at  that 
timeexifted;  and,  the  Chriftian  church  at  that  period 
confiding  chiefly  of  Jews,  the  heathen  converts  in  Rome 
were  of  courfe  under  the  neceffity  of  accuftoming  them« 
fehes  to  the  Greek  languagel  lafliort,  St.  Paul  in  his 
epiftle  to  the  Romans  made  ufe  of  a  language,  in  which 
clone  thofe  who  were  ignorant  of  Hebrew,  could  read 
the  Bible.  What  has  been  here  advanced  refpcQingthe 
epiftle  to  the  Romans  is  equally  applicable  to  the  Greek 
of  St.  Markj,  on  the  fuppofition  that  it  was  written  a( 
Rpme. 

To  the  above  arguments  may  be  added  the  example 
of  JofephuS)  who,  as  well  as  the  Apoftles^  was  by  birth 
a  Jew.  He  even  lived  in  Rome,  which  is  more  than 
can  be  faid  of  St,  Paul  and  St.  Mark,  who  refided  there 
only  a  certain  time :  he  was  likewife younger  than  either  : 
he  camejto  Italy  at  an  age,  which  is  highly  fuitable  to 
the  learning  of  a  language,  and  previous  to  that  period 
Had  fpcnt  fcveralyears  in  the  Roman  camp.  The  Jewifti 
Antiquities,  the  Hiftory  of  the  Jewifh  W^r^^  and  the  ac- 
count of  his  own  life,  he  wrote  undoubtedly  with  a  view 
of  their  being  read  by  the  Romans ;  and  yet  be  com.- 
pofed  all  thefe  writings  in  Greek.  He  expreffes  his  mo- 
tive for  writing  his  Greek  account  of  the  Jewifli  war  in 
the  following  terms  * :  "  that  having  written  in  bis  native 
language  (i.  e.  the  Hebrew  dialeft  at  that  time  fpoken) 
a  hiftory  of  the  war,  in  order  that  Parthians,  Bjabylo- 
nians,  Arabians,  Adiabeftes,  and  the  Jews  beyond  the 
Euphrates  might  be  informed  of  thofe  events,'  he  was 
now  refolved  to  write  for  the  Greeks  and  Rom.ans,  who 

had 
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had  not  been  engaged  in  the  campaigns,  a  more  certain 
account  than  had  hitherto  been  given."  The  motives 
vphich  induced  Jofephus  to  write  in  Greek,  are  full  as 
applicable  to  St.  Paul  and  St.  Mark,  and  his  example 
alone  is  fufSciem  to  refute  the  objefiions  of  Hardouin, 
which  (hall  be  confidered  in  the  following  feflion. 
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THIS  very  learned,  but  at  the  fame  time  whimfical 
critic,  afferted  in  his  commentary  on  the  New 
Teftament,  that  what  we  call  the  Latin  tranflation  is  in 
faft  the  original,  and  that  the  Greek  Teftament  is  no- 
thing more  than  an  infignificant  tranftalion  by  an  un- 
known hand.  The  late  Baumgarten  has  written  againft 
this  incredible  fuppofition  a  treatife  publilhed  in  17429- 
and  entitled  Vindicia?  Textus  Gr^ci  Novi  Teftaraenti 
contra  Harduinum. 

The  opinion  of  Hardouin,^  which  he  himfielf  has  de« 
livered  in  a  confufed,  and  fometimes  contradictory  man- 
neri  is,  that  aU  the  writings  of  the  Apoftles  were  com- 
pofed  in  Latin.  He  allows,  that  they  might  haye  writ- 
ten certain  parts  in  the  Greek  language  (nonnulla  Grasce 
etiam  fortaffis),  and  thinks  it  probable  that  the  Gofpei 
of  St.  Matthew,  and  perhaps  even  the  other  Gofpels, 
with  the  Revelation  of  Sl  Jobn»  were  written  in  Hebrew, 
in  which  cafe  the  Latin  would  be  only  a  tranHation, 
which  an  amanuenfis  niade  in  the  prefeace  of  an  Apoftle^ 
and  which  the  Apoftle  bimfelf  correded.  In  another 
paflage  he  is  of  opinion  that  St.  Paul,  during  the  time  of 
his  imprifonment  in  Rome^  tranflated  into  Latin  his  own 
epiftles^  which  he  had  wriiten  originally  hi  Greek.  But, 
as  the  Greek  and  Hebrew  originals,  as  written  by  the 
Apoltlesj  are  entirely  loft,  we  have  no  other  dependence 
than  on  the  Latin  Text,  as  the  prefent  Greek  Teliameot 
is  only  an  imperfe£l  tranflation  from  the  Latin  by  fome 
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unknown  author.  He  fuppofes  likewife,  that  St,  Paul 
had  a  Greek  amanuenfis,  who  wrote  in  Greek  what  the 
Apoftle  dictated  in  Latin,  and  this  amanuenfis  he  be- 
liaves  to  have  been  Titus ;  yet  he  afterwards  abandons 
this  opinion,  fays  that  Titus  could  not  have  been  the 
amanuenfis,  as  he  had  a  Roman  name,  and  that  this 
extemporary  tranflation  could  hot  be  the  text  which  we 
have  at  prefent.  He  makes  a  fingle  exception  to  the 
epiftle  of  Philemon,  which  he  believes  to  have  been 
written  in  Greek,  but  the  original  mud  have  been  ac- 
companied with  a  Latin  tranflation,  as  the  epiftle  was 
addreffed  not  only  to  Philemon,  but  alfo  to  his  wife, 
who  was  named  Appia,  and  therefore  of  Roman  origin  :* 
but  our  prefent  Greek  epiftle  to  Philemon  is  only  a 
tranflation  of  the  genuine  Latin  verfion,  which  was  made 
by  St.  Paul  himfelf. 

To  relate  thefe  opinions  is  at  the  fame  time  to  refute 
them.  They  contain  a  feries  of  aflertions,  that  are  not 
only  groundlefs,  but  contradiQory  to  all  antiquiiy ;  to 
the  accurate^  and  authentic  accounts  of  Jerom,  who  hav- 
ing correSed  the  Latin  verfion,  publifhed  it  as  we  have 
it  at  prefent;  and  even  to  the  catholic  church,  which  it 
was  the  object  of  Hardouin  to  ferve.  ficfides,  the  hypo- 
thefisitfelf  is  of  fo  extraordinary  a  nature,  that  it  would 
find  difficulty  to  procure  belief,  though  attefted  by  the 
moft  credible  witnefTes.  That  Latin  had  become  the 
current  language  at  Corinth  and  Philippi,  becaufe  Ro^ 
man  colonies  had  been  planted  there,  and  that  in  fuch  a 
degree,  as  to  make  it  neceffary  to  write  in  Latin  to  the 
Corinthian  and  Philippian  communities,  is  highly  im- 
probable; but  that  Laiin  epiftles  were  written  to  the  in- 
habitants of  ThelTalonica,  Ephefus,  Coloflae,  Pontus, 
Galatia,  Cappadocia,  Alia,  and  Bithynia%  exceeds  the 
bounds  of  belief.  A  Greek  epiflle  to  Philemon,  accom- 
panied with  a  Latin  tranflation  for  his  wife,  muft  really 
excite  a  fmile,  as  it  naturally  fuggefts  the  quqftion,  whe- 
ther ihemarried  couple,  of  which  the  huftjand  fpoke  no 
Latin,  and  the  wife  no  Greek,  were  not  obliged  to  con- 
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du3  their  Familiar  converfation  by  the  means  of  an  in- 
terpreter ?  How  extraordinary  is  the  relation  of  two  ama- 
nuenfes,  to  which  Sc.  Paul  didated  at  the  fame  time,  oF 
which  the  one  wrote  the  language  delivered  by  St.  Paul, 
the  other  an  extemporary  tranflation  ;  and  how  incre- 
dible to  every  one  accudomed  to  the  fingular  ftyle  of  the 
Apoftle!  On  a  verfion  niade  in  this  manner,  no  reliance 
could  be  placed,  and  if  Hardouin  means  the  prefent 
Vulgate,  he  degrades  it  to  a  much  lower  degree  than 
feems  to  have  been  his  rekl  intention,  fince  a  verfion  of 
this  nature  could  never  be  put  in  competition  with  that, 
which  we  receive  as  the  Vulgate,  a  tranflation  on  which 
time  and  attention  was  bedowed,  and  which,  afterwards, 
by  order  of  Pope  Damafus,  was  revifed  and  correfted  by 
Jeron).  And  what  increafes  the  difficulty  is  St.  Paul's 
fingular  and  charafteriftic  mode  of  writing,  whofe  pe- 
riods devoid  of  art,  with  long  and  numerous  parenthefes, 
\itiraLy  a  mind  fo  full  of  its  fubje3,  that  the  ftyle  is  often 
neglefted,  and  fomeiimes  replete  with  ©bfcurity.  A  lan- 
guage delivered  in  this  manner  to  tranflate  inftantly,  and 
with  accuracy,  was  furely  beyond  the  power  of  any  ama- 
nuenfis,  to  whom  a  great  part  of  the  periods  muft  have 
appeared  unintelligible,  before  they  were  finiflied. .  But 
Hardouin  has  not  been  able  to  produce  a  fingle  inftance 
of  an  author,  who  was  thus  dictated  to  two  amanuenfes 
at  the  fame  inftant :  and  the  more  we  dired  our  attention 
to  the  times  of  the  Apoftles,  the  more  incredible  this 
^ITertion  muft  appear,  as  no  writer,  who  comppied  in 
Greek,  could  even  think  of  a  Latin  tranflation,  fincq  the 
original  itfelf  was  intelligible  to  Romans,  as  well  as 
Greeks. 

It  is  indeeed  difficult  to  determine  wiih  any  degree  of 
accuracy,  what  particular  verGon  is  fijppofed  by  Hardouin 
to  be  tbe.Qrigin-al  text  of  the  Apoftles;  and  whichfoever 
we  believe  him  to  have  meant,  the  hypothefis  is  attended 
iu  them  ail  wiih  equal  difficulty.  Catholic  readers  un. 
derftand. probably  the  Vulgate,  which  after  being  revifed 
by  the  popes  Pius  the  fourth  and  fifth,  Sixtus  the  fifth, 
and  Clement  the  eighth,  was  pronounced  by  the  church, 
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though  in  a  fenfe  quite  diflPerenc  from  that  of  Hardouin, 
to  be  authentic.     But  this  fuppofition  involves  too  great 
an  abfurdity,  as  the  Vulgate  has  been  univerfally  received 
as  a  tranflaiion  from  the  Greek,  and  Jerom  himfelf  re- 
lates, in  what  manner  he  revifed  and  corrected  it.     If  he 
means  the  old  Latin  verfion,  which  exifted  before  the 
lime,  of  Jerom,  the  point  remains  ftill  undetermined,  as 
that  learned  father  fpeaks  not  only  of  copies  which  dif- 
fered |n  various  readings  from  each  other,  but  of  great 
numbers  of  even  totally  didind  tranftations.     If  this 
really  be  the  meaning  of  Hardouin,  he  auacks  the  church 
of  Rome  in  a  more  fevere  and  immediate  manner  than 
was  ever  done  even  by  a  Proteftant,  a4f)d  argues  againft 
the  authority  of  at  lead  fist  popes,  ai>d  the  decifions  of 
ihe  cotincil  of  Trent.     If  an  antienc  Latin  text  in  the 
pofleflion  of  the  church  before  the  time  of  Jerom  was  the 
original  work  of  the  Apoftles,  and  the  Greek  Teftament 
only  an  infignificant  tranflation,  it  was  the  higheft  pitch 
of  folly  to  fet  afide  the  genuine  original,  to  take  meafurea 
for  procuring;  a  faithful  tranflation,  and  in  order  to  ren-e 
df r  this  tranflation  as  corred  as  pollibie,  tQ  compare  it 
^carefully  with  the  Greek,  which  was  itfelf  only  a  verfion 
of  no  value.     The  objed  which  Hardouin  bad  in  vie\^ 
in  compofing  his  commentary,  is  likewife  a  matter  of  un-> 
certainty,  and,  as  it  appeared  not  till  after  his  death,  fufpi- 
cions  have  been  entertained  by  many  that  he  wast  a  fecret 
enemy  to  the  Chriftian  religion.     But  without  further 
inquiring  into  his  motives,  let  us  examine  the  argU:ment8^ 
alledged  in  fupport  of  his  hypothefis^ 

X.  ^^  The  Latin  Language  was  better  underftood  iii 
the  provinces  of  the  Roman  empire  than  the  Gteek ;  it 
was  underftood  even  at  Jerufalem,  fince  an  infcription 
was  written  in  Latin  on  the  crofs  of  Chrift." 

But  Hardouin  cannot  deny  that  Greek  was  fpoken  in 
Greece  and  Afia  Minor,' and  that  the  Roman  colonifts 
who  fettled  at  Philippi  and  Corinth  were  obliged,  in  or- 
der to  converfe  with  tbe  natives,  to  learn  their  language. 
No  one  will  deny  that  Latin  was  underftood,  by  many 
perfons  in  Jerufalem,  but  Hardouin  weakens  the  force  of 
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his  own  argument  by  adding  that  the  Latin  infcription 
was  written  on  the  crofs  on  account  of  the  foreigners  who 
came  from  Italy  *.  The  Latin  ufed  in  a  provincial  court  • 
of  juftice,  efpeciaTly  in  paffing  fentence,  was  a  mark  of 
fubjeftion  to  the  Romans,  but  no  proof  that  Latin  was 
underftood  by  the  province  at  large.  This  argument  is 
therefore  inapplicable  to  all  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  and  to 
moft  of  the  other  books  of  the  New  Teftament.  The 
province  of  Egypt  had  not  long  been  reduced  under  Ro- 
man authority,  and  Greek  (till  continued  to  be  fpoken, 
though  the  country  was  fubjeft  10  Rome.  If  St.  Luke 
therefore  wrote  -is  Gofpel  in  that  country,  it  was  reafon* 
able  to  fuppofe  that  he  would  write  in  Greeks  and  equally 
fo  whether  he  wrote  in  Afia  Minor,  Paleftine,  or  Greece. 
The  Jews  in  general,  who  lived  fcattered  in  the  difFerenc 
parts  of  the^lloman  empire,  fpoke  that  language :  the 
epiftle  therefore  of  St.  James^  cannot  be  ranked  amongft 
thofe  writings  which  might  bt  fuppofed  to  have  been 
originally  in  Latin;  and  as  the  main  body  of  the  Chrif- 
tian  communities,  not  excepting  thofe  in  Rome,  confided 
of  Jews,  the  argument  of  Hardouin  lofes  all  its  weight, 
even  when  applied  to  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  and  the 
rpiftle  to  the  Romans, 

a.  ^*  The  Deity  muft  have  forefeen  that  the  Latin  lan- 
guage would  in  after  ages  become  more  general,  and  it  ^ 
is  therefore  reafonable  to  belieVe  that  be  infpired  the  New 
Teftament  in  that  language/' 

Now  this  is  to  apply  a  weak  dogmatical  argument  to 
a  queftion  that  is  merely  hiftorica) ;  no  reafoning  a  priori 
can  determine  what  actually  has  or  has  not  hapi^ened^ 
and  our  knowledge  is  inuch  too  confined  to  draw  the 
prefumptive  conclufion  that  thofe  meafures  which  appetr 
to  us  the  beft,  are  the  meafures  adopted  by  the  Deity« 
The  queftion  ftill  remains  to  be  decided^  whether  Latin, 
on  the  whole,  and  taking  each  century  into  the  account, 
has  been  more  general  than  Greek.  For  a  more  parti- 
cular anfwer  to  his  argument,  I  refer  my  readers  to  the 
^rtatife  of  Baumgarten,  who  very  properly  obferves  that 
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Hardouin  has  taken  not  the  lead  notice  of  the  Greek 
church. 

3.  "  St.  Paul  diftated  his  epiftle  to  the  Romans  to  a 
perfon  whofename  was  Tertius^ :  now  this  is  a  Romaa 
name,  and  the  Tertii  were  a  family  of  great  diftinftion 
in  ^ome ;  confequently  the  epiftle  muft  have  been  writ-> 
ten  in  Latin.  And  St.  Paul  mentions  the  name  of  the 
writer  with  that  very  defign,  that  the  Romans  might  not 
be  furprifed  that  a  Jew  who  was  a  native  of  Tarfus  had 
written  in  Latin,  aud  not,  as  might  have  been  expend, 
in  Hebrew  or  Greek." 

No  conclufion  can  be  drawn  from  a  name,  efpecially 
in  thofe  ages,  when  foreigners  adopted  Roman  names  in 
honour  of  their  patrons,  and  no  one  will  fuppofe  that 
Jofephus  was  a  Roman  becaufe  he  had  the  pracnomen 
Flavius.  Yet  I  readily  grant  that  Tertius  was  a  Roman, 
and  it  is  not  improbable  that  St.  Paul  chofe  him  for  his 
amanuenfis  on  the  very  account  that  his  perfon  and  his 
writing  were  known  to  the  Romans.  But  does  it  follow 
that  Teriius  was  enabled  to  write  the  Greek  which  the 
Apoftle  dilated  ?  Still  more  extraordinary  is  Hardouin's 
own  confeffion  that  the  Romans  might  have  been  rea- 
fonably  furprifed  if  they  had  received  a  Latin  epiftle,  and 
that  it  was  natural  to  fuppofe  St.  Paul  would  write  Greek. 
He  feems  even  to  doubt  whether  the  Appftle  could  have 
written  a  Latin  epiftle  at  that  time  without  afliftance:  in 
which  cafe,  it.  was  more  reafonable  to  believe  that  be 
wrote  in  Greek. 

4.  "  The  epiftle  to  the  Romans  was  written  at  Co- 
rinth, a  Roman  colony,  on  whofe  very  coins  may  be 
feen  the  Latin  inlcription  Col.  Cor.  He  wrote  likewife 
in  the  houfe  of  Caius  %  whofe  name  is  Latin,  and  confe- 
quently the  epiftle  to  the  Romans  muft  have  been 
written  in  that  language." 

Now  it  neither  follows^  that  Latin  was  fppken  in  the 
houfe  of  Caius,  becaufe  be  had  a  Roman  name,  nor  that 
Latin  was  theJanguage  of  the  city,  becaufe  the  coins  bad 
a  Latin  infcription,  as  this  circumftance  was  only  a  token 
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that  Corinth  enjoyed  the.privileges  of  a  Roman  colony. 
But  admitting  that  Latin  was  the  Language  fpoken  by 
Caius,  we  cannot  fuppofe  that  St.  Paul  preferred  that  Ian* 
guage  merely  out  of  compliment  to  his  hoft.  This  ar- 
gument is  a  contradiSiion  to  the  preceding,  fince  if  St. 
Paul  was  unable  to  write  Latin  without  aflSftance,  he 
would  have  hardly  attempted  it  for  fo  trifling  a  reafon. 

5.  "  The  ftyleof  the  Latrn  Teflament  is  fmooth  and 
elegant,  whereas  that  of  the  Greek  Teftament  is  rough 
and  impure:  confequently  the  latter  is  the  tranflation, 
and  not  the  former.'* 

This  is  the  firft  inftance  of  a  critic's  pronouncing  the 
ftyle  of  the  Vulgate,  efpecially  before  it  was  correQed  by 
Jerom,  to  be  fmooth  and  elegant.  But  in  the  Greek 
Teftament  there  are  feveral  books,  efpecially  the  Afts  of 
the  Apoftles,  that  are  written,  with  exception  to  certain 
Hebraifms,  in  a  very  tolerable  ftyle,  and  the  language  of 
St.  Paul's  epiftles  is  not  only  fluent,  but  if  I  may  continue 
the  metaphor,  even  rapid  and  violent  This  weak  argu* 
ment  of  Hardouin  has  given  rife  to  a  remark  of  the  late 
Baumgarten,  which  ought  not  to  be  omitted.  The 
^yle  of  the  Vulgate  in  every  book  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment is  precifely  the  fame,  whereas  in  the  Greek  the 
peculiar  manner  of  each  writer  is  diftin6lly  vifible ;  the 
uniformity  therefore  of  the  Vulgate  fliews  it  to  be  a 
tranflation,  and  the  chara6teriftic  modes  of  writing  prove 
the  Greek  Teftament  an  original. 

6.  "  The  Greek  Teftament  contradiQs  in  feveral  in- 
ftances  the  catholic  Church,  and  the  Heretics  have  con- 
flantly  appealed  to  it  in  proof  of  their  do6lrines,  whereas 
the  Vulgate  is  purely  catholic.*' 

7.  "  It  was  more  eafy  to  colleft  the  Latin  books  of  the 
New  Teftament  in  the  fingle  city  of  Rome,  than  Greek 
.books  difperfed  in  diftant  provinces." 

The  coUeftipn  of  thefe  writings  has  no  connexion 
with  the  prefent  queflion,  which  relates  (imply  to  the 
origin  of  the  feveral  parts.  But  we  may  obferve  in  reply 
to  Hardouin,  that  Greek  writings  could  as  eafily  be  coU 
tleded  at  Ephefus  by  St  John,  who  oiitlived  the  reft  of 
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ihe  Apoftles,  as  Latin  writings  could  have  been  collcfted 
at  Rome. 

8.  "  The  Greek  manufcripts  differ  very  materially 
from  each  other,  whereas  no  difference  can  be  found  in 
the  editions  of  the  Vulgate." 

It  is  really  inconceivable  how  Hardouin  could  make  fa 
extraordinary  an  affertion.  We  fhall  find  in  the  fequel 
that  St.  Jerom  defer ibes  the  Latin  manufcripts  which 
exifted  in  that  pericid  as  diffenfig  fo  materially  from  each 
other,  that  the  variations  could  hardly  be  explained  on 
the  principle  of  different  readings,  but  were  rather  the 
refult  of  didinft  tranffations,  ihe  number  of  which  St. 
Jerom  reckoned  to  be  upwards  of  feventy.  But,  after 
the  fovereign  Pontiff  had  ordered  the  manufcripts  to  be 
collated,  and  a  correct  edition  to  be  publilhed,  with  a 
>ftri£t  command  that  no  other  (hould  be  ufed,  that  the 
fubfequent  copies  ©f.  the  Vulgate  were  fimilar  to  each 
other,  may  be  explained  without  afluming  the  hypothefis 
t)f  the  Vulgate  being  the  original,  which  was  never  be- 
lieved by  Pope  Damafus  himfelf.  Yet  this  authorized 
Vulgate  (lands  by  no  means  in  perfeft  harmony  cither 
-with  the  different  manufcripts,  or  the  ftill  older  Latin 
verfions  which  have  been  publifbed  by  Blanchini. 

The  arguments  of  Hardouin,  which  have  been  hitherto 
mentioned,  have  not  even  the  fliadow  of  probability,  but 
the  following  has  at  ledt  the  appearance  of  a  foundation. 
9.  '^  St.  Paul  in  the  epiftle  to  Philemon,  makes  all^i- 
fions  to  t1ie  names  of  Philemon  and  OncGmus,  which 
tran  be  expreffed  only  in  Greek  r  if  the  prefent  epiftle 
therefore  were  the  original  the  words  moft  proper  for 
exprefling  the  allufions  would  have  been  retained.  For 
inltance,  v.  i.  <^»^D|Mov(  Tb»  ^lAiirw,  and  v.  10,  iv. .Oyy^sii^Q^ 
to¥  voit  vQi  fti^ovno'i/Moir,  vMn  it  (Toi  xai  fjMOi  9vfi(rijbioy.  But  in 
the  prefent  cafe  we  find  ^lAnfAo^t  tu  ayxwT^ru,  and  Oyntrijuimr 
70V  von  (TOI  oLXf^'^f^^^  where  the  paronomafia  is  totally  loft: 
we  muft  therefore  conclude  that  the  epiftle  contained  in 
our  canon  is  nothing  more  than  a  tranflation  from  the 
Latin,  in  which  thefe  allufions  could  not  be  exprefled." 
This  objeftion  is  not  devoid  of  ingenuity  ;  but  th« 
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text,  as  defcribed  by  Hatdpuin,  would  convey  rather  the 
language  of  a  punfter,  than  that  of  a  refined  writer,  who 
always  avoids  a  fimilarity  of  founds  chat  might  be 
ofFenGve  te  a  delicate  ear.  And  it  ftill  remains  a  matter 
of  very  great  doubt,  whether  St.  Paul  by  the  word 
ayairnTQii  intended  to  make  allufion  to  the  name  of  Phi- 
lemon. 


SECT.       III. 

Thejlyle  of  the  New  Tefiament  is  Hebraic  Greek  like  that 

of  the  SepUiagint. 

EVERY  man  acquainted  with  the  Greek  language, 
who  had  never  heard  of  the  New  Tettament,  muft 
immediately  perceive^ on  reading  only  a  few  lines,  that 
the  (ty  le  is  widely  different  from  that  of  the  claflic  authors. 
Thedifputes,  which  have  been  conducted  with  fo  much 
warmth  in  modern  times  concerning  its  purity,  have  arifen 
cither  from  a  want  of  fufficient  knowledge  of  the  Greek, 
the  prejudices  of  pedantry  and  fchool-orthodoxy,  or  the 
injudicious  cuftom  of  choofing  the  Greek  Teftament  as 
the  firlt  book  to  be  read  by  learners  of  that  language,  by 
which  means  they  are  fo  accuftomed  to  its  (ingular  ftyle, 
that  in  a  more  advanced  age  they  are  incapable  of  per- 
ceiving its  deviation  from  the  language  of  the  dailies. 

The  New  Teftament  was  written  in  a  language  at  that 
time  cuftomary  among  the  Jews,  which  may  be  named 
Hebraic  Greek,  the  firft  traces  of  which  we  find  in  the 
trandation  of  the  Seventy  ',  which  might  be  more  pro- 
perly called  the  Alexandrine  *  verfion.  We  find  this 
char^£ler  in  all  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  in  a, 
greater  or  lefs  degree,  but  we  muft  not  therefore  con- 
clude that  they  poflefs  an  uniformity  of  (lyle.  TheharQieft 
Hebraifms,  which  extend  even  to  grammatical  errors  in 
the  government  of  cafes,  are  the  diftinguilhing  marks 
of  the  book  of  Revelation;  but  they  are  accompanied 
with  tokens  of  genius  and  poetical  enthufiafm^  of  which 
.  every 


112  Language  of  the  New  Tefiament.      chap.  iv. 

every  reader  mud  be  fenfible  who  has  tafte  and  feeling ; 
there  is  no  tranflation  of  it,  which  is  not  read  with  plea- 
fure  even  in  the  days  of  childhood,  and  the  very  faults 
of  grammar  are  fo  happily  placed^  as  to  produce  an  agree- 
able  effe£t.  The  Gofpels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark 
have  ftrong  marks  of  this  Hebraic  flyle ;  the  former  has 
harfher  Hebraifms  than  the  latter,  the  fault  of  which  may 
be  afcribed  to  the  Greek  tranflator,  who  has  made  too 
literal  a  verfion  \  and  yet  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  is  writ- 
ten in  worfe  language,  and  in  a  manner  that  is  lefs  agree- 
able. The  epiftles  of  St.  James  and  St.  Jude  are  fome- 
what  better,  but  even  thele  are  full  of  Hebraifms,  and 
betray  in  other  refpefts  a  certain  Hebrew  tone.  St.  Luke 
has  in  feveral  paflages  written  pure  and  claflic  Greek,  of 
which  the  four  firft  verfes  of  his  Gofpel  may  be  given  as 
an  inftance  :  in  thefequel,  where  he  defcribes  the  a£lions 
of  Chrift,  he  has  very  harfli  Hebraifms,  yet  the  ftyle  is 
more  agreeable  than  that  of  St.  Matthew  or  St.  Mark  : 
in  the  A8s  of  the  Apoftles  he  is  not  free  from  Hebraifms, 
^hich  he  feems  to  have  never  fludiouily  avoided,  but  his 
periods  are  more  claffically  turned,  and  fometimes  pofTefs 
beauiy  devoid  of  art.  St.  John  has  numerous,  though 
not  uncouth,  Hebraifms  both  in  his  Gofpel  and  epiftles, 
but  he  has  written  in  a  fmooth  and  flowing  language, 
and  furpaflbs  all  the  JewiOi  writers  in  the  excellence  of 
narrative.  St.  Paul  again  is  entirely  different  from  them 
all ;  his  ftyle  is  indeed  negle8ed,and  full,  of  Hebraifms, 
but  he  has  avoided  the  concife  and  verfe^like  conftruc- 
tion  of  the  Hebrew  language,  and  has  upon  the  whole  a 
confiderable  fhareof  the  roundnefs  of  Grecian  compofi- 
tion.  It  is  evident  that  he  was  as  perfeflly  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  manner  of  expreffion  as  with  the  Hebre)^, 
and  he  has  introduced  them  alternately,  as  either  the  one 
or  the  other  fuggefted  itfelf  the  firft,  or  was  the  bed 
approved. 

In  the  fame  manner,  and  for  the  fame  reafon,  the  ftyle 
of  the  Septliagint  is  different  in  different  books  of  the 
Old  Teftament ' :  in  feme  of  the  hiftorical  writings,  in 
the  prophets  and  the  Pfalms  the  language  is  the  worft  : 

It 

^  For  inftance,  ch.  xxriii.  1. 
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it  is  much  better  in  the  books  of  MofeS)  the  tranflator 
of  which  abides  indeed  reli^ioufly  by  the  Hebrew  letter, 
but  feems  to  have  been  mafter  of  the  Greek,  and  has  in« 
troduced  in  various  inftances  the  moft  fuitable,  and  beft 
chofen  expreffions;  but  of  all  the  books  of  the  Septua*> 
gint  the  ftyle  of  the  Proverbs  is  the  b^ft,  where  the  tranf* 
lator  has  clothed  the  mod  ingenious  thoughts  in  as  neat 
and  elegant  language,  as  was  ever  u fed  by  a  Pythagorean 
fage,  to  exprefs  his  philofophic  maxims  ^  But  even  this 
book  is  very  far  from  being  deflitute  of  Hebraifms, 
though  the  ftrufture  of  the  Hebrew  verfes  approaches 
much  nearer  to  the  Grecian  manner,  than  any  other 
part  of  the  Bible,  for  the  Proverbs  of  Solomon  have  in  all 
refpe3s  a  ftrong  analogy  to  the  Pythagorean  sentences. 
It  is  eafy  to  account  for  the  introduAion  and  ufe  of 
this  Helienidic  dialedt,  as  it  is  fometimes  called,  among 
the  Jews,  and  it  was  very  natural  that  thofe,  who  by  liv* 
ing  among  Greeks  acquired  their  language,  (hould  (peak 
it  with  a  mixture  of  Hebraifms.  Every  man,  who  learni 
a  foreigti  language  merely  by  praBice,  retains  of  courfe 
the  idioms  of  his  native  language,  and  even  thofe,  who 
have  learned  by  the  rules  of  grammar,  find  it  difficult  to 
fpeak  with  fuch  accuracy,  as  never  to  betray  their  origin. 
And  what  (till  contributed  to  the  retaining  of  the  Hebrew 
idiom  among  the  Jews  was  their  living  not  fcattered 
lingly,  but  in  large  communities,  among  the  Greek  na- 
tions. Syrian  and  Egyptian  kings, as  we  are  informed  by 
Jofephus,  invited  con(iderable  colonies  to  fettle  in  dif- 
ferent cities,  employing  them  fometimes  even  as  a  fort  of 
garrifon,  when  they  fufpcfted  the  fidelity  of  the  natives, 
and  at  Alexandria  the  number  of  the  Jews  exceeded  all 
defcription.  Now,  when  a  large  body  of  men  live  toge- 
ther in  a  foreign  country,  they  neceflfarily  introduce  more 
of  their  own  language  into  that,  which  they  have  learnt 
from  the  natives,  than  thofe,  who  living  fingly  in  the 
midft  of  foreigners  hear  their  language  alone,  and  are 
more  expoled  to  ridicule,  if  they  make  miftakes.  The 
Old  Teitament  was  tranflated  into  Greek  by  the  Jews  of 

Alex- 

^  See  my  Programma  on  the  Septuagiiit>  p.  47  K 
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Alexandria,  and  tranflations  give  in  numberlefs  inftances 
occafion  of  transferring  the  idiom  of  the  tranflated  lan<- 
guage  to  that  of  the  tranflator,  even  where  he  has  no 
deiign  to  make  a  iiteral  verfion,  many  of  the  expref* 
fions,  which  ate  at  prefent  current  in  Germany,  were 
many  years  ago  unknown,  having  been  introduced  and 
incorporated  into  the  language  in  confequence  of  the  nu* 
merous  tranflations  from  the  EngliOi  and  the  French  : 
foreign  idioms  are  flill  obferved  even  in  thofe  which  we 
continue  to  make,  and  in  the  very  political  papers  it  is 
eafy  to  difcover,  whether  an  article  was  taken^from  an 
Englifli,  a  French,  or  a  SwediOi  original.  If  this  hap- 
pens then  to  thofe,  who  tranflate  into  their  own  language^ 
it  mufl  have  happened  in  a  much  higher  degree  to  na-* 
live  Jews,  who  tranflated  into  Greek,efpecially  when  fo 
facred  and  fo  important  a  book  as  the  Bible  was  the  fub« 
jedj  where  they  held  themfelves  bound  to  adhere  with 
more  than  neceflary  exaftnefs  to  the  words  of  the  origi- 
nal. The  ftruSure  therefore  of  the  Hebrew  verfes,  which 
deviates  fo  widely  from  the  roundnefs  of  the  Greek  pe* 
riods,  remained  unaltered,  and  hence  arofe  a  fpecies  of 
Greek,  which  differed  both  from  the  ftyle  of  the  natives, 
and  from  that  which  perhaps  the  Jews  themfelves  would 
have  ufed,  had  they  been  original  writers.  The  continual 
reading  of  this  verfion  contributed  to  confirm  the  Jevsrs 
in  the  ufe  of  the  Helleniflic  dialecl,  which  had  been  aU 
ready  introduced :  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament,  if 
we  except  St.  Luke,  were  all  of  them  Jews,  and  of  thefe 
St.  Paul  was  the  only  Apoftle  who  was  not  a  native  of 
Paleftine;  yet  he  was  educated  in  the  fchool  of  Gamaliel, 
and  lived  many  years  ip  Jerufalem.  Is  it  wonderful  there- 
fore that  we  find  in  the  New  Teftament  the  fame  kind 
of  language?  Finally,  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew  was 
tranflated  from  the  Hebrew,  and  the  fpeeches  of  Chrift, 
which  arc  recorded  by  the  JEvangelifts,  were,  unlefs  wc 
contradict  the  certain  accounts  of  hiftory,  delivered  in 
the  Hebrew,  or  Aramaean  ^  dialeft. 

Yet  with  all  their  fimilarity,  the  Greek  of  the  New 
Teftament,  and  that  of  the  Septuagint  are  not  perfectly 

he 
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the  fame.  The  language  had  undergone,  between  the 
periods  in  which  thofe  books  were  writien,  feveral  alte- 
rations, which  chiefly  affefted  the  unclaffical  exprefljons- 
in  common  ufe  among  the  Jews :  many  words,  which 
are  either  not  to  be  found  in  the  Septuagint,  or  are  there 
ufed  in  a  different  meaning,  became  afterwards  general; 
to  the  antient  Hebraifms  were  added  various  Syriafms^ 
gs  Syriac  was  the  language  of  Galilee,  and  the  Greek 
language  itfelf  had  undergone  a  change  under  the  Ro- 
man government,  which  introduced  many  Latin  words, 
and  Latin  expreflions\ 

The  Jews  of  Germany,  Poland,  and  fome  other  coun« 
tries,  have  long  been  in  poffeflion  of  a  language  that  is 
called  the  Jewifli  Germati%  which  differs  from  the  ufual 
German  in  a  higher  degree,  than  the  Greek  of  the  New 
Teflament  from  that  of  the  cla^ic  authors.  This  example 
may  ferve  tp  account  for  the  origin  of  the  Helleniftic  dia- 
left,  which  may  with  equal  propriety  be  entitled  Jewifli 
Greek,  though^ the  difference  between  [ewifli  and  Claffic 
Greek  is  lefs  fenfible  than  betwen  jewifh  and  CiaflSc 
German*  In  the  antient  Latin  verfibns  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament  we  find  examples  of  JewiQi  Latin,  or  rather  Sy- 
riac Latin,  which  ex^ceed  in  harfhnefs  the  mod  ftriking 
inftances  of  Jewifh  Greek  in  the  New  Teftament.  Laftly, 
if  we  refleft  on  the  Latin  compofitions,  which  are  often 
made  not  only  in  the  Grammar  fchools,  but  even  by  the 
learned,  or  perufe  the  French  writings  of  thofe,  who  are 
flrangers  to  France,  we  (hall  ceafe  to  wonder  that  the 
Jews  in  writing  Greek  retained  the  peculiarity  of  the 
Hebrew. 

k  See  the  examples  <rxay^a^t^f^^au  and  avvuhiait;  in  my  Programnui 
on  the  Septuagint,  p.  19^23.  This  fubjedt  will  be  examined  at  large  In  a 
following  feflion. 
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SECT.      IV. 

Whether  the  peculiar  Jlyle  of  the  New  Teftament  is  fuch  a 
faulty  as  militates  agcunft  its  divine  infpiration.   Difputes 
concerning  the  purity  of  theftyle  of  the  New  Teftatnent. 

I^HE  peculiar  ftylc  of  the  New  Teftament  has  given 
rife  to  many  and  ferious  difputes,  which  feem  by 
degrees  to  have  fubfided,  and  thefe  difputes  have  been 
extended  even  to  the  very  name  of  a  faft  which  cannot 
be  denied;  whether  that  which  I  have  entitled  Jcwifh 
Greek  is  properly  a  feparate  dialed,  whether  this  diale6t 
(hould  be  called  Helleniftic,  becaufe  the  Grecian  Jew^ 
were  called  iXXtivirai  in  oppoiition  to  thofe  who  ufed  the 
Hebrew,  or  to  fpeak  more  properly,  the  Aramaean  lan- 
guage, and  whether  there  is  not  a  fort  oWmpropricty  in 
the  ufe  of  the  name  itfclf.  Difputes  relative  to  words, 
which  every  man  may  ufe  at  pleafure,  if  he  properly  de- 
fines them,  I  have  neither  inclination  tp  relate  nor. to 
determine. 

The  conteft  has  been  conduQed  with  refpeft  to  the 
fa6t  itfelf  with  all  poflTible  ferioufnefs,  and  many,  who 
have  contended  that  the  Greek  of  the  New  Teftament  is 
as  purely  claflical  as  that  of  the  Attic  writers,  have  con- 
demned as  impious  heretics  thofe,  who  have  dared  to 
diffent.  It  has  been  aflerted  that  the  contrary  implied 
an  imperfedibn  inconfiftent  with  divine  infpiration,  and 
that  men  capable  of  fuch  a  do8rine  >  were  not  only  im- 
pious, but  even  guilty  of  the  fin  againft  the  Holy  Ghoft. 
But  the  advocates  for  this  divine  purity  *  have  not  only 
betrayed  their  ignorance  of  the  Greek  language,  but  a 
high  degree  of  pedantry  in  eftimating  the  accuracy  of 
language  beyond  its  proper  value.  This  laft  roiftake  has 
happened  not  only  to  the  warm  and  partial  friends,  but 
likewife  to  the  enemies  of  Chriftianity,  who  from  the 
time  of  CeJfus  to  the  eighteenth  century  have  maintained 
that  a  book  written  in  fuch  language  is  neither  divinely 
infpired  nor  deferving  attention  and  refpeQ. 

Both  parties  have  carried  their  zeal  and  their  fentiments 
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SECT.  IV.        Language  of  the  New  Teftament.  117 

to  too  great  a  length,  and  they  would  hardly  confider 
an  abfolute  purity  of  ftyle,  and  a  total  abfence  oF  foreign 
words  of  fuch  importance^  as  to  make  the  contrary  a 
crime,  if  they  would  condefcend  to  quit  the  language  of 
the  fchools  for  the  language  of  common  life,  or  turn 
their  attention  from  the  language  of  the  claffics  to  thofe, 
which  are  in  modern  ufe.     The  German  in  the  begin- 
ning of  this  century  abounded  in  fuch  a  manner  with  fo- 
reign words,  which  were  introduced  more  efpecially  from 
the  French,  that  apprehenfions  were  juftly  entertained 
that  the  language  might  be  totally  diHgured.     The  ac- 
curacy of  the  learned  Gottfched  endeavoured  to  fet 
bounds  to  this  popular  current,  and  the  German  has  in  a 
great  meafure  been  rcftored  to  its  native  purity :  yet  no 
one  can  deny  that  numbers  of  foreign  words  are  ftill  re« 
tained,  which  it  would  favour  of  afFe£lation  to  baniih. 
The  Latin  which  is  written  by  the  modern  Literati,  even 
by  thofe  who  are  able  to  write  with  claflic  elegance,  does 
and  muft  contain  various  words  and  turns  of  expreflion, 
which  would  be  ftriking  to  Cicero  and  Caefar.     Nay  in 
certain  inftances  it  is  neceflfary  to  fpeak  bad  Latin,  if  we 
would  be  underftood  by  o6r  hearers,  as  in  Poland  for 
inftance,  where  the  language  of  the  claOics  is  unknown. 
Modern  languages  have  almoft  all  of  them  a  mixture  of 
foreign  exprelSons,  and  the  learned  words,  which  have 
been  confecrated  to  terms  of  art,-it  would  occaQon  the 
greateft  obfcurity  to  remove.      In  countries  where  the 
Roman  civil  law  has  been  received,  the  technical  terms, 
which  were  ufed  by  the  Roman  lawyers,  have  been  ne- 
cefiarily  admitted  into  the  courts  of  juftice,  and  hence 
arofe  a  diale6t,  which  may  be  termed  the  language  of  the 
law.  Now  the  Jews  had  a  language  of  religion,  and  as  time 
and  cuftom  had  confecrated  the  exprelfions,  which  are 
ufed  in  the  Septuagint,  ic  is  no  wonder  that  a  iimilar 
mode  of  writing  was  retained  in  the  New  Teftament. 

Nor  muft  the  perfons  be  forgotten,  for  whom  the  New 
Teftament  was  more  immediately  written.  The  body  of 
the  church  confifted  of  Jews,  and  the  heathens  were  only 

*   H  3  branches^ 
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branches,  as  St.  Paul  exprefTes  ii\  which  were  engrafted 
on  the  tree.  St,  Paul  himfclf,  the  Apoftle  of*  the' Gen- 
tiles, was  accuftomed  to  prrtich  the  Gofpel  in  places  fre- 
quented by  the  Jews,  and  he  introduced  by  t4ieir  means 
the  Chriftian  religion  among  the  Gentiles.  Another  con- 
fiderable  part  of  the  Chriftian  communities  confifted  of 
filch,  as  were  neither  native  nor  circumcifed  Jews,  but 
were  pious  perfons  and  profelytes  to  the  do6trine  of 
Mdfes.  The  number  of  thefe  pious  perfons,  as  they  were 
termed,  of  the  female  fex  was  very  great,  and  we  find 
o-fEo/cAfvat  yukatxff  mentioned  in  the  A£ts  of  the  Apoftles 
l30th  in  a  good  and  bad  fenfe.  The  Lydia  mentioned  in 
the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles"  was  not  a  Jewefs  but  a  profe- 
lyte,  and  when  the  Jews  at  Antioch  in  Pifidia  refolved. 
to  raife  a  perfecution  againft  Paul  and  Barnabas,  the  firft 
raeafure  they  took  was  to  bring  over  the  devout  and 
honourable  women  to  their  party,  xra^wT^uvAv  t«c  (rt^ofAi^^ 

vag  yukftfxa;  xai  rag  cuo';^ii/uo>«;,  xai  rsf  tr^taTsg  rn^  zjoXiu^^, 

In  this  fentence  thofe  of  the  female  fex  are  mentioned 
the  firft  in  order,  it  is  therefore  probable  that  they  were 
the  wives  of  the  chief  magiftrates  and  leading  men  in  the 
city.  With  this  correfpond  the  accounts  given  by 
Jofephus,  who  fpeaking  of  the  great  numbers  of  Jews 
that  refided  in  Damafcus  fays  that  almoft  all  the  women, 
even  thofe  who  had  Gentile  huft)ands,  were  Jewifh  pro- 
felytes °.  The  firft  Chriftian  communities  confifted  in  a 
very  great  meafure  of  fuch  profelytes,  who  by  continual 
intercourfe  with  native  Jews,  and  the  conftant  reading 
of  theSeptuaginc,  were  accuftomed  to  Jewifli  Greek.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  determine  what  proportion  the 
number  of  heathen  converts  bore  to  the  community  at 
large;  but  it  is  certain  that  by  far  the  greater  part  con- 
fifted of  Jews  and  Jewifli  profelytes  at  the  time  the  New 
Teftament  was  written,  though  the  Gentiles  in  a  fome- 
what  later  period  flocked  in  greater  numbers  to  the  reli- 
gion 

1  Rom.  xi.  24.  «  Ch.  xvi.  14.  »  Acts  xiii.  50.      ' 

o  Jofephus  de  Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  II.  cap.-^.  ^  9.  See  alio  Anttquit. 
Lib.  XX.  cap.  ii.  §  4,  5,  where  he  gives  aji  account  of  the  c^BTcHkMi  of 
Jzates  king  of  Ad'abene,  at  the  perfuafion  of  his  mother  Helena. 
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gion  of  Chrift.  Even  in  Italy  the  chief  part  of  the  Chrif- 
tian  converts  in  the  firft  century  were  perfons  of  this  de- 
fcription,  as  appears  from  the  earlieft  Latin  verfions  of 
the  New  Teftament  which  are  fo  full  of  Hebraifms  and 
Syriafms,  that,  among  all  the  tranflators  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament in  that  period,  no  one  could  have  been  a  Roman 
by  birth,  or  by  education. 

If  writings  therefore  were  compofed  for  communities 
of  this  nature,  orepiftles  immediately  addreffed  to  themi 
could  it  be  confidered  as  a  fault  to  ufe  the  language, 
which  they  beft  underftood,  and  was  it  neceffary  for  the 
writer  to  avoid  fuch  Hebraifms  as  naturally  occurred  ? 
Would  it  not  have  been  ridiculous  in  St.  Paul,  who  was 
probably  well  acquainted  with  the  claflic  Greek,  to  have, 
ufed,  in  wiiting  to  fuch  perfons,  the  fame  language  as  he 
would  have  fpoken  before  an  Athenian  audience?  It  is 
afFeSation,  and  in  fome  meafure  an  affront  to  the  reader 
to  feera  afliamed  of  a  language^  which  he  fpeaks  in  com- 
mon with  the  writer :  and  it  is  highly  probable  that,  if 
the  New  Teftament  had  been  written  with  Attic  purity, 
it  would  have  been  unintelligible  to  many  of  its  earlieft 
readers,  who  had  never  read  the  dotJrines  of  religion  in 
any  other  than  JewiQi  Greek. 

But  I  am  far  from  intending  to  aflert  that  the  Flebra- 
ifms  of  the  New  Teftament  are  in  no  cafe  to  be  con- 
fidered as  defefts.  Several  harfh  idioms  of  this  nature, 
efpecially  in  the  tranflated  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  have 
occafioned  obfcurity,  and  fometimes  miftakes^  and  the 
Jewifli  readers  of  the  New  Teftament  wouldhave  been  no 
ipfers  if  the  ftyle  had  been  every  where  the  fame  as  in  the 
Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  and  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews; 
Admitting  even  that  not  only  a  few  fingle  inftances,  but 
that  the  Hebraifms  in  general  were  blemifhes  in  the  New 
Teftament,  and  that  what  I  have  advanced  above  is  of 
no  weight,  yet  no  inference  can  be  thence  deduced 
againft:  divine  infpiration.  A  feries  of  repeated  miracles 
would  have  been  neceffary,  if  Apoftles  born  and  edu- 
cated in  Judaea  bad  written  without  Hebraifms,  and 

thcfe 
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tbefe  miractes  would  have  produeed  an  ufelefs,  and  even 
prejudicial  effeQ.  Had  the  New  Tcflament  heen  written 
with  claflic  purity,  it  muft  have  excited  fufpicion  of  a 
forgery,  and  I  candidly  conrefs  that  I  (hould  be  put  to  a 
very  Tevere  trial,  if  I  Found  in  thefe  writings  the  language 
of  Xenophon  or  Plutarch,  and  were  ftill  bound  to  be- 
lieve them  genuine.  The  Angularity  of  their  ftyle  has 
been  ufed  in  a  preceding  chapter  as  a  proof  of  their  au- 
thenticity, and  the  argument  was  ftrengthened  by  the 
circumftance,  that  the  Apoftles  and  Evangelifls  have  each 
retained  their  own  peculiar  mode  of  writing.  The  fame 
remark  may  be  extended  to  the  authors  of  the  Old  Tef- 
tamentt  where  we  find  that  Divine  Infpiration  has  left 
each  writer  in  poffeffion  of  his  particular  ftyle  and  even 
faults  of  language,  Ezra  wrote  in  a  manner  different 
from  that  oflfaiah^  and  Ifaiah  from  that  of  Mofes,  or 
the  author  of  the  beautiful  and  iniitoitable  book  of  Job. 
The  prophecies  of  Ifaiah,  fo  important  to  the  Chriftian 
religioni  were  manifeftly  written  in  the  filver  age  of  the 
JHebrew  language,  and  his  very  ftyle  affords  fufficient 
proof  that  they  belong  not  to  the  brazen  age,  in  which 
were  compafed  the  writings  of  Ezra,  Nehemiah,  Hag- 
gai^  Zachariah,  and  Malachi«  That  the  book  of  Job  is 
not  to  be  referred  to  the  brazen  or  iron  age,  every  critic 
in  the  Hebrew  muft  perceive  at  once  from  the  language, 
which  naturally  leads  us  to  fuppofe  that  Mofes  was  the 
author.  The  fame  effect  then,  which  infpiration  pro- 
duced in  the  Old  Teftament,  might  of  courf(^  be  ex- 
pected in  the  New>  and  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofe  that 
each  writer  would  retain  tho(e  peculiarities  of  language, 
to  which  he  was  the  molt  accuttomed. 

In  Ihort,  a  claffical  or  unclaffical  ftyle  lias  no  more  in* 
fluexK:e  on  the  Divinity  of  the  New  Teftament,  than  the 
elegance  or  inelegance  of  the  Ixand  in  which  it  is  written, 
ajud  the  accuracy  or  inaccuracy  of  the  pronunciation  with 
vfbich  it  is  imered.  Whoever  is  accuftoued  to  write  a 
bad  band  would  ceruinly  not  improve  it  by  infpiration, 
but  admitting  ibe  fad,  it  would  have  this  unfortunate 
coufisquence,  that  no  one  accuftomed  to  the  hand  would 

in 
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in  its  improved  ftate  believe  it  to  be  genuine.  There  is 
no  reafon  to  believe  that  infpiradon  would  amend  a  faulty 
pronunciation,  and  the  writers  of  the  different  patts  of 
the  Bible  have  undoubtedly  fpoken  in  the  fame  manner, 
both  before  and  after  the  effufions  of  jthe  Holy  Ghoft. 
If  thefe  failings  then  are  confiftent  with  fupernatural  en- 
dowments, I  can  fee  no  reafon  for  drawing  an  argument 
againft  the  Divinity  of  the  New  Teftament  from  its  Hc- 
braifms,  or  even  from  its  grammatical  errors. 

The  mode  of  reafoning  which  is  ufed  in  Georgii 
,  Vindicise  N,  T.  ab  Hebraifmis,  is  fo  extremely  weak, 
that  mod  readers  would  readily  difpenfe  with  a  refuta- 
tion; I  will  refer  therefore  to  a  note  what  in  the  former 
editions  of  thisIntrodu6tion  had  been  placed  in  the  text^ 
Yet  the  arguments,  which  this  critic  has  produced,  are 
as  good  as  any  that  can  be  given,  with  exception  perhaps 
to  that,  which  has  been  already  confuted,  that  what  is 
infpired  by  God  muft  have  every  fpecies  of  perfe£iion, 
and  confequently  purity  of  language. 
.  A  circumftantial  account  of  the  controverfy  which  has 
been  carried  on  relative  to  this  fubjeft  belongs  rather  to 
the  province  of  Literary  Hiftory  ^,  and  it  may  be  fuffi« 

cient 

\  Sc*  Pavly  1  Car.  xiv.  11.  condemns  unmeaning  and  barbarous  Ian* 
g^u^e:  confequently  it  could  not  be  admitted  into  the  Holy  Scriptures.    , 

Anfwer.  B^^a^of  iigm£e$  in  that  pafTage  a  man  who  ipeaks  in  a 
foi-eign  language. 

2.  The  Apoftles  addrefl*ed  thofe  foreigners  who  came  to  Jenifalem  on 
the  feail  of  Pentecoft  %^a  haT^xrui. 

Anfwer.  Cenfequently  they  fpoke  to  the  Grecian  Jews  not  pure  but 
Jewifli  Greek. 

3.  The  books  of  the  Old  Teftaniient  are  pure  Hebrew,  therefore  thoie 
of  the  New  Teftament  are  pure  Greek. 

Aniwer.  All  the  books  of  the  O.  T.  ai-e  not  written  in  pure  Hebrew  t 
the  later  writings  abound  with  Chaldaifms,  and  the  book*  of  Mofes  are  not 
free  from  Egyptian  words. 

4.  God  is  the  author  of  the  dlftlnflion  of  languages,  and  being  a  God 
of  order  cannot  be  fuppofed  to  confound  them. 

Answer.  The  Deity  has  permitted  the  human  faculties  to  take  their 
natural  courfe ;  man  therefore  is  the  author  of  language,  uniefs  wc  fap<% 
poie  a  acedlefs  multiplication  of  miracles. 
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cient  here  to  mention  a  work,  in  which  are  contained  the 
writings  of  the  chief  authors,  who  have  engaged  in  this 
difpute.  J.  Rhenferd  publiOied  at  Leuwarden  in  1702 
a  treatife  under  the  following  title  :  DifTertationum  phi- 
lologico-theologicarum  dc  ltil9  Novi  Teftamenti  fyn- 
tagma,  quo  continentur  Jo.  Oleariij  Jo.  Henr.  Boecleri, 
Seb.  Pfochenii,  Jo.  Cocceii,  Batih.  BebeliijMofisSolani, 
Mart.  Petr.  Cheitomaci,  Jo.  Henr.  Hottingeri,  Jo.  Leuf- 
deni,  Jo.  Vorftii,  Andr.  Kefteri,  et  Jo.  Jungii  de  hoc 
gencre  libelli.  Of  this  colleftion  there  have  been  (incc 
publilhed  feparately,  Olearius  de  ftilo  N.  T.  Bceclerus 
de  lingua  N.  T.  originali  in  1721,  with  the  remarks  of 
the  late  Schwartz,  and  Leufdenus  de  dialedis  N.  T. 
fingulatim  de  ejus  Hebraifmis,  in  1754,  with  notes  by 
Fifcher.  To  thefe  may  be  added  C.  G.  Georgii  Libri 
tres  vindiciarura  N.  T.  ab  Hebraifmis,  1732,  and  his 
Hierocriticon  N.  T.  Gve  libri  tres  de  ftilo  N.  T.  quibus 
diale3us  N.  T.  Attica  vindicalur,  1733. 

But  of  all  the  writers,  who  have  attempted  to  vindicate 
the  purity  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  no  one  has  more  dif- 
tingui(hed  himfelf  for  Grepan  literature  than  Palairet,  a 
French  minifter  at  Dornyk,  who  publiftied  at  Leyden  in 
1752,  obfervationes  philologico-criticse  in  facros  novi 
foederis  libros.  His  objeQ:,  as  he  himfelf  cxpreffes  it  in 
the  preface,  was  to  refcue  the  clear  and  certain  precepts 
of  Chrift  from  the  thick  darknefs  of  Hebraifms,  Syriafms, 
Chaldaifms,  Soloecifms,  and  Barbarifms,  in  which,  ac- 
cording to  various  critics,  they  were  enveloped.  But'in- 
ftead  of  anfweriiig  his  end,  he  has  fallen  into  that  error, 
which  has  been  the  ufual  lot  of  thofe,  who  have  defended 
the  queftion.  And  many  of  the  examples  which  he  has 
taken  from  the  claflic  authors,  and  applied  to  paflages  in 
the  New  Teftament,  in  order  to  free  them  from  the 
charge  of  Hebraifms,  ftand  themfelves  in  need  of  de- 
monftraiion,  fince  the  common  acceptation  of  ilie  words 
in  difpute  may  often  ferve  to  explain  the  collated  inftances 
both  in  the  N?w  Teftament  and  the  claffic  writers  *.  Yet 
he  has  made  many  excellent  remarks  from  the  Greek 
authors,  for  the  more  laudable  and  ufeful  purpofe  of  ex- 
plaining 
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plaining  the  New  Teftament  itfelf,  and  he  deferves 
therefore  in  this  refpeft  an  honourable  rank  among  the 
beft  commentators. 


SECT.       V. 

Hehrai/ms^  Rabhinifms^  Syriafms,  CbaldaifviSy  Arabifms. 

EVERY  man  who  has  read  the  Greek  Teftament, 
knows  that  it  contains  a  variety  of  Hebrew  words, 
fuch  as  aj»»iv  aXXijAouioi,  but  fingle  words  '  are  trifles  in 
comparifon  with  fentences.  The  whole  arrangement  of 
the  periods  is  regulated  according  to  the  Hebrew  veffes, 
(not  thofe  in  Hebrew  poetry,  but  fuch  as  are  found  in 
the  hiftorical  books,  and  are  always  clofed  with  Silluk 
cum  Soph  Pafuk)  which  are  conllrufted  in  a  manner 
direflly  oppofite  to  the  roundnefs  of  Grecian  language, 
and,  for  want  of  variety,  have  an  endiefs  repetition  of 
the  fame  particles.  In  cafes  where  a  naiive  Greek,  would 
have  introduced,  as  the  connexion  required,  perhaps  fe- 
veral  particles,  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  are 
obliged  to  fupply  their  place  with  the  fingle  conjunftion 
x««,  which  they  repeat  as  often  as  the  Hebrew  writers 
their  Vau  praefixum,  that  gives  the  ftrufture  of  their  pe- 
riods a  tedious  uniformity'.     For  the  fame  Veafon  we 

find 

'  Huic  oratorum  et  eloquentias  defe£lui  tribuendiim  exiftimeniy  quod 
pei'iodorum  conformatione  et  artificio  univerfa  lingua  Hebraica  caret, 
quod  ita  peculiare  Hebnels  eft>  ut .Hebraic a  quanturavis  pure  et  elegan- 
ter  Grxce  reddita,  barbarum  tamen  quid  Graecis  auribus  fonent,  nifi 
totus  orationis  habitus  mutetur.  Faciamus  periculum  in  verfione  LXX 
Tirorum;  pro  Hebraifmis,  locutionibufque  Alexandrinisf  verba  optima 
et  exquifitiflima  fubftituamus:  vereor  tamen  ut  vel  turn  fatis  Graeca 
fiitura  fit  oratio.  Unde  qui  Graecis  probari  legique  cupiebat,  Jofepho 
alia  tenenda  ratio,  ac  licet  ex  folis  fe  hiftoriam  antlquam  haufiiTe  facris 
Uteris  profiteretur,  alio  prorfus  fcribendi  genere  utendum  fiiit :  nee  forte 
tarn  ignari  rerum  Judaicarum  fuiffent  exteri,  qui  Graece  ea  in  verfione 
Alexandrina  habebant,  nifi  haec  ipfa  vei'fionis  barbaries  aures  Graecas 
magis   eliam    quam    noftras    laedens    t    legendo  deteruiflet.     Prolixiores 

cnim 
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find  that  liu  occurs  To  frequently,  though  many  ^ith 
pious  fimplicity  have  difcovered  in  that  ezpreffion  an 
cmph^fis  fuggefted  by  the  Holy  Ghoft.  But  if  this  were 
its  real  deftination,  it  is  ufed  in  numberlefs  examples, 
where  it  ought  to  have  been  omitted,  and  omitted  where 
it  ought  to  have  been  ufed.  The  origin  of  this  terra, 
which  is  faifely  coniidered  as  emphatical,  is  obvious  to 
every  man  acquainted  with  the  Oriental  languages.  Every 
language  has  fuperfluous  particles,  which,  though  not 
devoid  of  force  at  their  tirft  introduQion,  yet  by  abufe 
and  an  ufelefs  repetition  have  gradually  loll  all  meaning, 
but  are  ftill  retained,-  as  they  fometimes  give  a  kind  of 
harmony  to  the  period,  and  the  ear  once  accuftomed  to 
the  founds  would  fenfibly  perceive  their  abfence.  Of 
this  nature  is  the  Hebrew  word  niH  S  which  in  imita- 

lion  of  the  Septuagint  is  generally  tranflated  *  Behold,* 
though  every  inan  acquainted  with  the  Hebrew  gram- 
mar knou'^  that  it  cannot  be  the  imperative  of  njH 


Vidit.  It  correfponds  to  the  Arabic  particle  U*  Ibi, 
v^hich  cxpre(re3  the  fame  meaning  as  if  we  exclaimed 
*  there !'  and  at  the  fame  time  pointed  with  the  finger : 
but  U^  is  ufed  feldom  by  the  Arabs,  whereas  the  HiH  of 
the  Hebrews  is  continually  introduced,  and  is  in  reality 
a  pleonafm.  This  term  can  be  more  eafily  rendered  in 
the  German  language  than  in  the  Greek,  and  "^2X1  njH 
may  be  given  with  literal  *  accuracy  without  being  ofFen- 
five  to  modern  ears  j  yet  as  a  too  frequent  repetition 

would 

tn'im  periodos,  cum  concinniate  et  perfpicuitate  fonoi-as,  earumque  roi* 
ram  et  numcri  et  reliquae  diftributionis  varietatem,  quae  fatietati  non 
tam  legcntium  quam  audientium  occurrit,  oratoribus  debuiffe  Gnecla, 
ejufque  imitauix  Roma  videtur:  cujus  concinnitatis  fi  multum  in  Eu- 
ropaeas  linguas  transfufum  eft,  meminerimus  has  emnes  ollm  Latina 
tariquara  diccndi  fcribendlque  magiftra  uti  At  Hebraica  lingua  bi-evc' 
amat  peiicoos,  non  magna  varietate,  utpotc  quae  in  tanta  particularum 
cjeftate  vix  leneri  poflit;  numeri  aut  nullam  omnino  cuiam  fufcipit, 
aut  in  poefi  noftro  quidemjcai-mine  folutioiem  perbrevem  tamen  et  concifum 
amat. 

Michaells  Praefat.  in  Lowth  Praelcct.  de  pcefi  Hebr.  p.  53. 
See  alfo  Michaelis  Arabic  Grammar  *,  p.  235. 
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would  be  difagreeable,  and  favour  too  much  of  the  He- 
brew idiom,  it  is  as  pardonable  in  a  trandator  to  omit  it, 
as  the  pleonaftic  quidem  of  the  Latins,  and  I  have  ac- 
tually availed  myfelf  of  this  indulgence  in  my  tranflation 
of  the  Bible.  But  the  Seventy  either  confidering  it  as  an 
expreflion  of  Emphafis,  or  unable  to  difengage  thcm- 
felvcs  of  a  word,  to  which  they  were  accuftomed  in  the 
Hebrew,  have  preferved  the  ufe  of  it  with  too  religious 
fidelity,  and  having  no  word  in  Greek  which  properly 
corresponded  had  recourfe  to  the  imperative  iJs,  a  term, 
that  being  once  introduced  formed  by  degrees  a  necef- 
fary  part  of  JewiOi  Greek,  and  was  of  courfe  employed 
by  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament,  efpecially  where 
fpeeches  are  related  that  were  originally  Hebrew,  Such 
is  the  influence  of  cuftom,  that  even  in  modern  times 
thofe  who  are  daily  converfant  with  the  Bible,  infenfibly 
adopt  its  expreffions,  and  fpeak  frequently  in  a  language 
that  is  never  heard  from  a  courtier. 

Admitting  therefore  that  the  fingle  words,  and  de- 
tached phrafes  which  have  been  ufually  taken  for  He- 
braifms,  could  by  the  application  of  examples  from  the 
Greek  authors  be  fhewn  to  be  truly  claffic,  yet  no  man 
can  attempt  to  prove  that  the  ftrufture  of  the  periods, 
and  the  ufe  of  the  particles,  are  any  other  than  Hebrew. 

But  the  New  Teftament  has  fewer  Hebrew  gram- 
matical conftruflions  than  the  Septuagint,  except  in  the 
book  of  Revelation,  where  we  often  find  a  Nominative* 
when  another  cafe  fhould  have  been  ufcd,  in  imitation 
of  the  Hebre>v,  which  is  without  cafes.  This  fubje£l  I 
fhall  treat  more  fully  in  the  fequel,  when  I  examine  the 
book  of  Revelation  in  particular.  The  Seventy  have 
iranftatedntyit  with  the  Suffix  of  the  following  word  with 
too  literal  exaflnefs,  and  they  were  fo  attached  to  that 
term  of  expreflion,  that  they  have  fometimes  ufed  it  in 
examples  where  ItJfN  is  omitted  in  the  Hebrew,  e.  g. 

Ou    CL^9.%  TO  rojtAA   auT«  yi\i,\i  xoii  Tsrixpioec    Pfal.   x.  7.      In- 

ftances  of  this  fort  are  lefs  frequent  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, and  St.  Paul  in  quoting  this  paflageof  thePfalms 
has  rejefted  the  fecond  fuperfluous  pronoun,  «>  to  fofjM 
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oL^aq  nAi  vTiKpiotq  y<fA''i  Rom,  iii.  14.  The  following  are 
examples  of  the  ufe  of  ii  in  the  New  Teftament:  Matth. 
iii.  12.  Luke  iii.  17.  Ou  to  vttuov  ty  r^  p^npt  avm  ("ll^K 
nOO  Matth.  viii.  i.  5.  23.  28. 

In  tranflatinga  word,  thatadmits  of  a  two-fold  fenfe  in 
our  native  language,  it  is  not  unufoal  to  commit  the 
miftake  of  taking  the  foreign  yord,  which  correfponds 
to  it,  in  the  fame  extent  of  meaning.  Hence  arife  a  great 
number  of  the  Anglicifms,  and  Germanifms  obfervabie 
in  the  Latin  and  French  of' the  Englifli  and  Germans; 
and  for  the  very  lame  reafon  the  Latin  tranflator  of  the 
Old  Teftament  has  ufed  the  Latin  word  tedamentum  in 
the  fame  latitude  ^  as  Jid^^nxn  is  ufed  by  the  Greeks '.  But 
a  ftill  more  ftriking  example  I  once  heard  from  the 
mouth  of  an  Englifhman  who  returned  with  me  many 
years  ago  from  England  to  Hamburgh :  he  defired  the 
landlord  of  the  inn,  to  whom  he  fpoke  in  German,  to 
bring  him  a  looking-glafs,  with  which  requefl:  the  land- 
lord literally  complied  :  this  gave  rife  to  an  explanation, 
on  which  it  appeared  that  the  gentleman  meant  a  piece 
of  furniture  that  has  no  fimilarity  to  a  mirror,  the  mif- 
take having  been  occafioned  by  applying  to  the  German 
word  for  lo6king-glafs  a  fenfe,  which  is  applicable  only 
in  Englifh.  Examples  of  a  fimilar  nature  are  very  fre- 
quently to  be  found  in  the  Septuagint  and  theNewTef- 
tament.  In  HebreV^r  nV3  has  the  following  different  fenfes, 

*  that  which  is  pure  and  genuine,'  '  the  truth,'  '  viQory,' 

*  eternity.'  This  is  not  the  place  for  examining  the  reafon, 
or  the  connexion  of  the  different  fenfes,  but  thofe  who 
wifh  to  have  critical  information  may  refer  to  the  Arabic 
word  ^g^  pure,  genuine,  true;  or  confult  the  remark  of 
Schultens  on  Pov.  xxi.  28.  The  Seventy  tranflate  it  by 
Hxec,  viflory ;  and  hence  the  reafon  that  i^ixoc  in  the  New 
Teftament,  as  well  as  in  the  Septuagint,  fignifies  alfo 
Truth,  and  Eternity  '.  The  Greek  tranflator  of  St.  Mat- 
thew.has  the  following  expreflion,  Ch.  xii.  20.  Mg  ap  fx- 
CftAv  CK  yiKOi  ttiy  xfitrtv,  ^  till  he  paffed  fentence  agreeably^ 
to  truth.'  Thepaffage  in  Ifaiah  '%  Ch.  xlii.  3.  is  DDM? 
DDt^D  N^V*!^  which  the  Seventy,  avoiding  the  harfli  He- 

braifm, 

'  Sec  Ch.  I.  of  this  Introduction. 
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braifm,  had  tranflated  uq  a\i&noLv  i^oitrti  xpiTik".  But 
the  Greek  tranflator  of  St,  Matthew,  who  perhaps  read 
this  pafTage  of  Ifaiah  as  it  ftands  in  Habbakuk  i.  4. 
DSlfirO  K^SV  nSjb  *%  or  thought  in  Hejp'rew  at  the  time 
he  wrote  Greek  ",  has  ufed  wxof  in  the  fenfe  of  truth,  be- 
caufe  nifi  admits  that  fenfe  in  Hebrew  '*.  Even  St. 
Paul  has  ufed  as  harlh  a  Hebraifm.  i  Cor.  xv.  54.  xar*- 
irpS-t}  davoiToq  fi(  y(N6^;  which  cannot  be  tranflated  '  death 
is  fwallowed  up  in  viflory,'  for  thofe  are  words  without 
meaning  :  m  viK^g  fignifies  here  '  to  eternity  «,'  and  the 
palTage  muft:  be  tranflated  '  death  is  fwallowed  up  for 
ever.'  IDlfcr,  to  lie,  whence  is  derived  2y^Di  a  bed,  fig- 
nifies properly  like  the  Arabic  4-vSa^  fundene,  effundere, 

and  therefore  the  Hebrews  ufed  J/^t  nUD'ifi^  to  fignify  ef- 
fufio  feminis,  or  femen  efFufura,  and  fometimes  fimply 
nUDl^.  This  is  tranflated  by  the  Seventy  xoiTu,  becaufe 
the  Hebrew  word,  according  to  its  derivation,  might 
fignify  a  bed,  for  inftance  Levit.  xv.  16,  17,  18.  32.  (««> 
fJfAS'fi  1^  aura  KOitn  (nrepiAObTog)  xviii.  20.  23.  xix.  20.  xxii, 
4.  Numb.  v.  13.  in  all  which  paiTages  no  other  meaning 
is  intended  to  be  conveyed  than  that  of  emiflion  of  feed. 
Hence  the  word  xoityi  has  acquired  the  fignification  of 
*  feed,'  in  which  fenfe  it  is  ufed  by  St.  Paul,  Rom.  ix.  lo. 
«0  ikof  xoiTuv  ix,^(rat  ^^.  The  verb  ajroxpiyopai,  which  occurs 
fo  frequently  in  the  Septuagint  and  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  in  cafes,  where  no  anfwer  is  intended,  may  be  ex- 
plained on  the  fame  principles.  The  Hebrew  word  HJJ^ 
fignifies  to  addrefs,  as  well  as  to  anfwer,  for  no  rational 
being  fpeaking  in  his  own  language  would  fay  '  he  an- 
fwered'  if  no  one,  had  before  fpoken,  and  is  a  kind  of 
introduftory  verb  to  the  following  word  '  fpake,'  which 
in  other  languages  than  the  Hebrew  is  fuperfluous.  The 
reafon  of  this  may  be  explained  from  the  firftand  proper 
meaning  of  MJIjr,  which  fignifies, '  to  look  at,'  and  yjf  the 
eye  feems  to  be  derived  from  it  in  the  fame  manner  as 
Mofes*  derives  ]^p  from  rt3p  '7.  It  being  natural  to  look 
at  the  perfon  with  whom  we  fpeak,  as  well  in  anfwering 
as  in  addrefling,  the  words  'IDN*!  TV^Ij  which  properly 
fignify  ^  he  looked  at  him  and  fpake,'  may  be  rendered 

«he 

'  Gen.  iv.  1, 
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■ 

*  he  addrefled  him  and  fpake,'  with  the  fame  propriety  as 

*  he  anfwered  him  and  fpake/  The  Greek  language 
having  no  fuch  general  expreffion,  the  Seventy  fubftiiuted 
airoxpuo/»ai,  whtcbgradually  aequired  the  extenfive  mean* 
ing  of  Hiy,  and  was  applied  to  perfons  who  did  not  an- 
fwer,  but  began  the  difcourfe.  Flven  a  perfeftly  falfe 
tranflation  may  give  rife  to  a  new  expreflion.  p  fignifies 
^  thus'  and  alfo  '  rightly,"  therefore  mill  p  is  an  affir- 
mation ".  But  as  the  Hebrew  had  ceased  to  be  a  living 
language  at  the  time  the  Greek  verfion  was  made,  the 
Seventy  have  neglefted  the  more  remote  fenfe,  and  ad- 
mitted the  ufual  one  even  into  the  tranflation'',  render- 
ing thefc  wonds,  Exod.  x.  eg.  by  upuxAc**.  In  Jewifh 
Greek  therefore  cipuxcK.  or  o-u  furA^,  or  vm  xcycic  acquired 
the  fenfe  of  an  affirmation  %  which  is  ufed  Matth.  xxvi. 
25*  xxvii.  64.  Mark  xiv.  59.  John  xvi.  37.  where  Chrift 
perhaps  anfwered  mUT  P*.  I  will  mention  another  ex* 
ample,  which  I  give  not  as  decifivc,  but  merely  as  an  at- 
tempt to  explain  the  difficult  paffages,  Matirh.  v.  17. 
Rom.  XV.  19.  Luke  vii.  i.  in  which  the  meaning  ofttrXn- 
pow  feems  to  be  '  to  teach/  We  find,  1  Matt.  iv.  ig. 
fT«  tarXupKifTo?  ^  I>f^K  raora,  which  in  this  place  evidently 
fignifies,*  while  Judah  was  fpeaking  ihefe  things.'  Jofe- 
phus  has  taken  the  words  of  the  Hebrew  text  in  this 
lenfe  which  he  has  given  by  in  h  auT*  JiaXiy^pM  rauTos. 
Antiquit,  xii.  7.  4.  and  the  Syriac  tranflators  who  as  well 
as  Jofephus  tranflated  from  the  original  Hebrew  has 
rendered  the  paffage  ,-*2ioi  \i\20ao  |?oou  jjoo  *  while  Juda 

was 

u  Tliou  haft  rightly  fpoken. 

V  That  isi  though  they  confidered  the  Hebrew  expreffion  as  an  affirma- 
tion they  took  p  in  the  firft  and  ufual  fenfe. 

X  In  the  Catechifm  of  the  Drufes  the   fame  czpreiHoa  is  ufed  for  aa 

affirmation  ^ "  .AaA  ^m3^  AC3  cXXi*  c^il  *  ^^o"  ^^^  ^'^'^  *t,  and 
teftificd  againfithyfelf  *•.'  Sec  Eichhorn's  Repertorium,  Vol.  XII.  p.  IW. 
But  the  phrafe  is  perhaps  not  originally  /Vrabic»  being  borrowed  from  the 
Arabic  verfion  of  the  Gofpels,  which  are  acknowledged  as  divine  by  the 
Dnifts*',  though  they  have  pervprted  their  meaning. 

y  The  reading  XaXufto;  is  a  corre£lion  **  from  the  VulgatCi    See  thFs 
paflage  in  my  Expoiition  of  the  firft  Book  of  the  Maccabees  ^» 
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was  rpeaking  this/  It  is  probable  that  bVo  ftood  in  the 
original,  as  well  as  in  the  Syriac  verGon^  that  the  tranfla* 
tor  miftook  it  for  K^Dj  and  fuppofcd  it  to  fignify  em- 
phatically plena  voce  dicere :  for  this  reafon  he  rendered 
it  by  larAnpoM,  which  by  thefe  means  acquired  a  new  fig* 
niBcation  that  was  afterwards  not  unufual  in  the  Jewilb 
Greek  **.  But  another  explanation  mav  be  given,  for 
which  1  refer  my  readers  to  the  article  K^O  in  my  Sup- 
plementa  ad  Lexica  Hcbraica. 

On  the  return  of  the  Jews  from  theBabylontffi  capti-^ 
vity,  the  antient  and  genuine  Hebrew  %  or  to  fpeak  more 
properly  the  South  Canaanicic  diale£t  which  had  beenr 
fpoken  by  the  Ifraeliies,  and  in  which  the  books  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  are  written,  was  gradually  **  fallen  into 
difufe ;  and  during  forae  ages  before  the  time,  in  which 
the  New  Teftament  was  written,  the  diaiefl  of  the  Jews 
in  Paleftjne,  as  well  as  in  the  Eaftern  part  of  Afia,  wa^ 
the  Aramaean,  of  which  I  ihall  fpeak  more  fully  in  the 
feqi^el.  But  the  language  of  the  learned,  and  that  ufed 
in  the  fervice  of  the  fynagogue  was  Hebrew,  which  was 
become  a  dead  language  appropriated  to  the  purpofes  of 
literature,  and  bore  nearly  the  fame  analogy  to  the  an- 
tient Hebrew  as  the  fcbqol  Latin  of  divines  and  philofo* 
phers  in  the  middle  and  modern  ages  to  the  Latin  of  the. 
antient  Romans.  New  words,  new  fentences,  and  new 
expreffions  were  introduced,  efpecially  terms  of  fcience, 
w,hich  Mofes  or  Ifaiah  would  have  as  little  underftood, 
as  Cicero,  jor  Caefar  a  fyftem  of  Philofophy  or  Theology 
compofed  in  the  language  of  the  fchools.  This  new  He- 
brew language  is  called  Talmudical  or  Rabbinical  from 
the  writings  in  which  it  is  ufed.  It  is  true  that  all  thefe 
writings  are  of  a  much  later  date  than  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, but  it  appears  from  the  coincidence  of  expreffions 
that,  even  in  the  time  of  Cbrift,  this  was.  the  learned  lan- 
guage 

«  The  name  Hebrew  is  given  by  Philo  and  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament 
to  what  we  call  Chaldee,  for  Hebrew  fignifies  properly  the  language,  fpoken 
beyond  the  Euphrates,  nn^n  ^TXf-  What  we  term  Hebrew  is  called  in 
the  Old  Teftament  itfelf,  Jewi(li  or  Cannanitic. 
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gttdge  of  the  Rabbins*     In  the  New  TeftaldietTt  we  firid 
a  coofiderable  mixture  of  this  Rabbinical  language, 
ofpectally  in  paffagesi  where  matters  of  learning  are  the 
fobje^ls  of  difcourfe  c  and  though  the  affiftance  which 
it  affords  in  explaining  the  Hebrew  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  is  very  uncertain,  as  we  cannot  argue  from  the  mo- 
dern ufe  of  a  dead  language  to  ni  antient  ufe  among  the 
clafiic  writers,  it  is  yet  abfolutely  neceflary  for  explaining 
the  New  Tcftaraenc     The  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  the 
cbnverfation  of  Cbrift  with  Nicodemus,  and  the  epiftle  to 
the  Romans  are  very  imperfe£tly  underftood  by  thofe, 
who  are  unacquainted  with  the  Rabbinical  language^  and 
Rabbinical  do6trines.     The  Sermon  on  the  Mounts  and 
the  epiftle  to  the  Romans;  contain  a  refutation  of  Rabbi- 
nical errors,  and  in  the  converfation  with  Nicodeoius, 
where  Chrift  fpeaks  of  regeneration,  he  fays  exprefsly 
that  he  is  treating  a  fubjeQ,  that  muft  be  well  known  to 
a  Rabbi.     In  the  third  chapter  of  St.  John  therefore  we 
.may  reafonably  expe£l expreflions, which  may  not tmpirb^ 
perly  be  termed  Rabbinifms(  where  a  man  acquainthi 
.  pnly  with  Greek  may  guefs.at  iheir  meaning,  wherfeai 
he  who  underftands  the  Talmud  and  the  wt>rks  of  the 
Rabbjn$,  will  immediately  and  fully  comprehend  tbein. 
Much  has  been  difputed  on  the  meaning  oikciiA  «X«0iittk, 
Rom.  ii.  2.  in  l^hich  paflage%  without  a  knowledge  of 
the  Rabbinical  language  and  maxims j  St.  Paul  may  in- 
deed be  undcrftood  to  have  neant  that  the  judgment  of 
God  is  agreeable  to  the  truths  and  that  conformity  to  the 
truth  conveys  the  fame  fenfe  as  ihiparti^fity.     But  the 
Talmudical  expreffion  nOll  ]n  *  the  tribunal  6f  truth/ 
is  a  kind  of  fchool-term  appropriated  to  the  imparttalit^ 
of  the  judgments  of  GoA,  and  the  beginning  of  thfe 
above-mentioned  chapter  rnay  be  compared  with  the 
following  paflage  of  the  Talmud.     ^  Rabbi  Abijd  fayij  in 
the  name  of  Rabbi  Afa^  fon  of  Rabbi  Chanina,  ^^  when 
the  Holy  One  and  high-prized  enters  into  judgement 
with  the  ten  tribes^  they  Will  not  be  able  to  opeii  their 

'  iiaouths  I 

^  See  Raphel,  Palairet,  and  Carpzov  on  tldspXira{;^tvh9  t^M&iiCift'i 
different  manner. 


ibouths^;  for  beho4d  I  have  made  it  known  among  the 
tribes  that  the  tribunal  of  God  is  a  tribunal  of  truth  ^ 
Thoii  wilt  Bnd  that  the  ten  tribes  were  led  into  miferyy 
and  that  Judah  and  Benjamin  were  not  led  with  them. 
Theti  anfwered  the  ten  tribes,  he  permitted  not  Judah  and 
Benjamin  to  be  led  captive,  becaufe  they  were  thofe  wjio 
•ferved  in  his  temple,  here  was  refpeft  to  perfons  '.  God 
forbid,  with  God  is  no  refjped:  to  perfons ;  their  meafure 
was  not  yet  full,  but  when  their  fins  were  as  great,  they 
aifo  were  led  into  captivity.  Then  wondered  the  ten 
tribes,  and  were  unable  to  anfwer  *•  Behold  God,  behold 
the  ftrong  one,  who  has  no  refpeft  to  perfons  even  to- 
wards the  children  of  his  houOiold,  and  lo  that  is  con- 
firmed, which  was  fpoken  by  the  prophet  Hofea ',  I  have 
fbade  known  among  the  tribes  of  Ifrael  the  judgement  of 
ttath  *^'• 

*  The  following  Rabbinifm  is  a  proverb,  which  they  per- 
haps  borrowed  from  the  Arabs.  Rabbins  as  well  as 
Arabs  were  accuftonoed,  in  defcribing  an  impoiBbility  or 

•  high  degree  of  impn^babiliiy,  to  fay,  it  Will  not  happen 
befote  a  camel  or  an  elephant  has  crept  through  the  eye 
•of  a  needle.  I  quote  no  inftahces  in  fupport  of  this  pro- 
verb, as  they  may  be  feen  in  Wetftein  «,  and  BuxtorPs 

•  Lexicon, p.  2O0a.  The  proverb islikewifeufcd  by  the£aft 
Indians^,  but  whether  it  is  originally  Indian,  or  only  bor* 
roWMl  firom  the  Arabs,  I  leave  to  others  to  determine. 

But 

•  *  •  fc 

^  h»  vott  To/A«  9e,'^yV9  Rom.  iii.  19.    This  is  exprefled  in  the  Talmud, 

i  JEtom.  iu  11. 

«  'flie  words  of  the  Talmud  are  OfTBl  rTJTO  T^D  thofe  ufcd  by  St. 

'^th.v.V. 

t  AillOhg^  the  TSOriotif  rtading*  toMatlh.  xSx.  24.   The  paffage  in  &e 
4tddm,  tb  wtikh  he  «kll<ides/b  in  Hhikelmann**  Edition,  Sum  tii.  98. 

*  *  An  lldphutit  go«  thttmgh  a  Kttle  door,*  or '  An  elephant  goes  throi^h 

*  liht'^e  itf  ^  needle.*    See  the  50tk  Gentinuation  ^  the  Accounts  of  the  Saft 

I  8 
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But  where  thia  proverb  is  introduced  in  the  New  Tefta^ 
ment,  feveral  Greek  tranrcribers,  through  ignorance  of 
the  Rabbinical  language,  have  magined  that  Ka/Afai*;^  as 
it  (lands  in  the  orisinal,  was  a  roiftake,  and  have  altered 
it  to  K«f*iX«f,  a  cable.  More  may  be  found  on  this  paf- 
fage  in  Wetftein.  - 

But  there  areinftances  where  the  underftanding  the 
Rabbinifms  is  of  ftill  greater  importance.  Regeneration 
v«x»ryfM«'»a,  admits  in  the  Greek  of  feveral  fignifications, 
viz.  I.  The  Pythagorean  tranfmigrationofa  foul  into  a 
new  body,  which,  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the  word,  is  a 
new  birth,  a.  The  refurre&ion  of  the  dead*  3,  A  re- 
volution^  fuch  as  took  place  at  the  deluge,  when  a  new 
race  of  men  arofe.  4.  The  reftoration  of  a  ruined  ftate. 
The  word  is  ufed  in  one  of  thefe  fenfes,  Matth.  xix.  a8. 
.but  not  one  of  them  is  applicable  to  Tit.  iii.  5.  or  the 
converfation  of  Chrift  with  Nicodemus  in  the  third  chap* 
ter  of  St.  John,  who  has  ufed,  inftead  of  the  fubftantive, 
the  verb  ymiidii»«f  attd^iu  In  both  thefe  paflfages  the 
-regeneration  is  afcribed  to  water,  which  circumllance 
alone  might  have  led  a  commentator,  acquainted  with 
the  language  of  the  Rabbinst  to  the  right  explanation  : 
efpecially  as  Chrift  himfelf  implies,  by  his  anfwer  toJNi- 
codemus,  Ch.  iii.  10.  that  he  is  fpeaking  of  a  regeneration, 
that  might  be  expe&ed  to  be  un(}erftood  by  a  Rabbi. 
Various  have  been  the  conjeQures  on  the  meaning  of 
this  expreilionj  and  opinions  have  been  formed  on  fo 
important  a  fubjed  and  fo  unufual  an  expreflion,  without 
knowledge  of  the  language  of  the  Rabbins,  or  a  due  re- 
gard  to  the  connexion.  I(  has  been  imagined  <  that 
Chrid  intended  to  exprefs  a  total  alteration  of  religious 
fentiments  and  moral  feeling,  that  was  to  be  efFe£led  by 
the  influence  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  and  of  Baptifm.  But 
how  could  Nicodemus  fuppofe  that  this  was  the  mean- 
ing ?  by  whilt  motive  could  Chrift  have  been  induced  to 
have  ufed  a  term  not  only  figurative,  but  even  taken  in 
a  new  fenfe  to  exprefs  what  he  might  have  clearly  (?x^ 
plained  in  a  literal  and  (imple  manner  ?  and  with  what 
juftice  could  he  cenfure  Nicodemus  for.his  ignorance  on 

ai  fub<*. 
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a  fubjedy  of  which,  according  to  this  explanation,  he 
could  never  have  heard  *'•  It  would  occafion  a  long  and 
tedious  inquiry^  to  enter  into  a  minute  detail  of  the 
various  explanations  of  this  paffage,  and  it  will  be  fuffi* 
cient  to  oiention  that  which  naturally  follows  from  a 
knowledge  of  the  Rabbinical  doQiines*  In  the  language 
of  the  Rabbins,  ^  to  be  born  again,'  lignifies  *  to  be  ac- 
cepted by  God  as  a  fon  of  Abraham,  and  by  following 
the  example  of  his  faith  to  become  worthy  of  that  title.' 
In  this  fenfe  the  connexion  is  clear,  the  language  is  fuch 
as  might  be  expeded  towards  a  mailer  in  Ifrael,  and  the 
water  to  which  Chrift  alludes,  is  that  ufed  in  the  bap- 
tifm  of  a  profelyte,  to  which  the  Rabbins  afcribed  a  fpi« 
ritual  regeneration.  For  a  more  particular  account  of 
this  paflage,  fee  my  Dogmatic  Theology  ^%  fed.  185. 
and  the  remark  on  i  Tit.  iii.  j.  To  the  above  inftance 
we  may  add  the  following.  To  aik  the  Father  in  the 
name  of  Chrift  (fy  ^it^fMLrt  Xp^tt)  John  xvi.  13.  can  hardly 
fignify  to  petition  the  Deity  through  faith  in  the  merits 
of  Chrift,  and  in  fad  it  exprefles  only,  according  to  the 
Rabbinical  fenfe,  to  aik  in  the  eaufe  of  Chrift,  or  to  pray 
for  the  extenfion  of  bis  fpiritual  kingdom.  See  BuxtorPs 
Rabbinical  Lexicon,  p.  2431.  under  the  articles  tDft/h 
and  CDB^  ^y  ^\ 

*  Even  the  mode  of  quoting  the  books  of  the  Old  Tef* 
tament  is  fometlmes  fo  Rabbinical,  that  a  critic  acquaint- 
ed only  with  Greek,  cannot  poifibiy  underftand  it.  How 
many  ufelefs  difputes  have  been  wafted  on  Mark  ii.  26. 

order  to  explain  a  fa£l  which  happened  not,  as  this  paf* 
fage  was  fuppofed  to  imply,  during  the  priefthood  of 
Abiatbar,  but  during  that  of  bis  father  Abimelech.  But 
the  whole  obfcurity  and  contradiQion  vaniihes,  as  foon 
as  we  know  the  manner  in  which  the  Rabbins  quoted 
the  books  of  the  Old  Teftament.  They  feleft  fome 
principal  word  out  of  each  feftion,  and  apply  that  name 
CO  the  fedion  itfelf^  in  the  fame  manner  as  Muhamroe- 
dans  diftinguiih  the  Suras  of  their  Koran>  faying,  in  £lr, 
in  Solomon,  when  they  intend  to  iignify  the  fe£Hont 

I  3  where 


vh«re  thofe  n^fnes  are  mcntioiiedl  For  uiftaiic^»Ra(ht 
in  bis  remarks  on  Hofea  ixu  9.  Cays*  ^^  fome  are  of  optmcm 
that  this  is  Gibcpo  of,  Benjamin  in  the  ConcubiM^  rif 
e^iVfii  Vi5*i^  ly^i'  ^**^^  **  iiie.ntioncd  in  ih^  chapcei  of 
the  Concubine, or  Judges  vix'\  The  fame RsibUobfervcs 
on  Pfaim  ii.  7,  TH  la  H^H*  lOJirO  li2K3  ntMUtt^IDD 
TK^e^^  y^riK  ^as  is  faid  in  Ab<ier,  thg  Lord  fpikke, 
through  David  I  will  deliver  IfraeU'V  Abenefra  00  Ho- 
fea iv.  8*  fays  t^V  1^00  n»\K3  '  as  is  faid  Aear  £Ii^'  In 
this  manner  quotations  are  fooietijnie^  ipade  in  tlie  Kev 
Te/lament.  Mark  xii.  a6.  f k  AMyycvrf  fi>  r^r  ^^^  Hmnm 
%WA  f  D(  j3a9'ii ;  Rom.  xi.  %•  n  w,  9iie^r$  ty  HXifi  ri  X«ysi.  «* 

yf4tf n  ;i  and  jhe  i^bovie  naeotioned  pa0age  in  Sc.  Marky 
whi<;b  has  been  thought  to  contain  a  contradi<6tionf  mdy 
be  explained^  in  the  chapter  of  Abiathar/ or. in  that  part 
of  the  books  of  Samq/el,  where  the  hilU^y  of  Abiathacia 
related '^  Y.et  admitting  this  explanation  to  be  ancone^ 
qa%  the  Rabbinifoi  in  the  two  other  exaiofdes  is  not  ta 
l^  denied. 

Bcfofe  I  quit,  the  fubjed  of  Raj;>binifiBS|.  kt  it  he  per^ 
mitied  to  make  the  following  recnaxk-     The  Rabbios 
betray  frequently  in  their  proverbial  and  figurative  ex«- 
prei&ons^.  a  low,  and  fomeiimes  indecent  tafte,  wiurrcaa 
the  fimilar  and  correfpondent  expreffionsof  Qbrilt  Japain^ 
uin  every  where  an  air  of  digiMty>  even  where  thcy<  ap- 
proach fo  near  to  the  language  of  the  Rabbina,  that  they 
cannot  eafily  be  expli^e^  without  it»    As  a  proof  of  this 
a&rtion,  we  need  only  compare  the  two  following  pa{^ 
fag^,  the  fir  ft  from  R*  Tarpbon^  the  fecond  (torn  <St« 
MatUiew.     Qui  manuia  .ad  jmemhrum  (virile  icil.)  ad- 
hibetyabfoiodatur  manusejus.ad  umbilicum  ejus*  Dixit 
quidam^  ^Quid  fi  ipina.infixa£c  yentn  ejus, anuon  toilet 
earn  ?   Refpondetur,  Non*  Jnftat  alter.    At  venter  ipfus 
finditur;   Rei^pondetur.    Satius  eft  ut  findatur.  venter 
ejtisquaft)  ut defcendat in  puieum corruptionis.     Nidda 

fol.  ^3*  8.   Ei  it  9  ofSta}^fikQi  0-8  0  i^*»B  tf'ici^^^Ai^if  Cf't^Ai 

The 

^  See  Buitorf's  Lex.  Tabs.  p.  113, 113« 
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The  language  fpok.eji  in  coiDmon  life  by  ihc  jews  of 
Pale(linewasihat,,which  may  very  properly  be  called  the 
Aramaean,  tbofe  of  Jerufalem  and  Judsa  fpeaking  fHe 
)£aft-Arain£an  or  Cbaldee,  and  thofe  of  Galilee  the  Weft* 
^r^jopae^n  or  Syriac,  two  dialefts  that  differed  rather  in 
pronunciation  than  in  words,  in  proof  of  which  affertioa 
1  refer  my  readers  to  my  treatife  on  theSyriac  language  ^^ 
I]t  was  therefore  natural  that  numerous  Cbaldaifms  and 
Svri?fiP3  fliould  be  intermixed  with  the  Greek  of  the 
Kew  Teftament;  and  even  fuch,  as  are  not  to  be  found 
m  the  Septusgim.    Were  the  New  Teftaipeiu  free  from 
thefe  idioms,  we  might  naturally  conclude  that  it  was 
not  written  either  by  nien  of  Galilee  or  judaca,and  there- 
iqxft  fpuripus  :  for,  as  certainly  as  the  fpeech  of  Peter  be* 
trayed  biii;  to  be  a  Galilacan,  when  Chrift  fiood  before 
the  Jewifh  tribjunaU  fo  certainly  muft  the  written  lan- 
guage of  a  man  born,  educated,  9nd  grown  old  in  Ga^ 
lilee^  difcpyer  marks  of  his  native  idiom,  unlefs  we  af- 
fume  the  abfu^d  hypoiheGs,  that  God  hath  interpofed  a 
ifairacie,  whjch  would  have  deprived  the  New  Teftament 
fif  one  of  its  ft^ongeft  proofs  of  authenticity.     Single 
Chajidee  yords  fuch  as  paxdi,  Matih.  v.  22.  ii.»it.fAma^ 
IJi^aXth.  v\.  24.  i».9i^»v  afioj  1  Cor.  xvi.  22.  can  hardly  be 
Ci^lled  Chaldaifms,  as  even  the  pureft  claffic  author  '^ 
might  introduce  a  foreign  woid  if  occaiion  required  ;  we 
1997  only  obferve  that  they  ^re  written  according  to  the 
dialed  of  Jerufalem,  not  according  to  the  Weft-Ara*- 
maran.'    Syriac  phrafes  and  turns  of  expreffion  are  of 
nnicb  greater  confeqi^ence ;  three  remarkable  inftances, 
riv^ic^tfi  5r»yokr»y  Eio^niAc^  f xpXf^  rff  trafxi^  afyfXec  Zolav  iv« 
j^  ^oA«f;^7^  and  SxAir jaXi^icr^ai,  y^hich  I  beg  my  readers 
to  confult  '^ :  and  not  to  quote  from  my  own  writiogs, 
I  will  add  other  examples,  though  they  are  of  lefs  im- 
ppftaxice  i^ian  the  three  above-mentioned. 

Ver^s  of  confeflTing  and  denying  arc  conftrued  in  Sy- 
riac^ yfitk  tkt  prefix  Jli  e.  g.  A£is  ^xiii.  8.    ^o^  |A«;a 

f^  ^hicffm  /conftrnfiion  U  uled  in  Arabic ;  but  fit  the  i^iter*  ci  .th« 
l^fyv  Te^ament  ipake  the  Aramaean,  »nd  not  the  Arabic  language,  I  refer 
'  it  rather  to  the  dais  of  Synafins. 
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^,iol\do>  /  ijoh.  i.  g.  ^oL^AO^jQio^.  In  the  fame 
manner  we  nnd  in  the  New  Teftament,  Matth.  x.  32. 
p^^  o/bioXoyncrfft  c»  ffAdi,  and  a  (imilar  conftru3ion  in  many 
other  pafiages. 

ni'mj  '  power,'  fignifies  in  Chaldee  likewife  a  *  mira- 
/cle  ",'  in  which  twofold  fcnfe  Juv«^k  is  ufed  in  the  Greek 
Teftamenr. 

^^  '  to  cover  or  overfhadow/  fignifies  likewife  in  Sy- 
riac  ^  to  inhabit/  e.  g.  Joh,  i.  ia.  ^  ^^^o  '  and  dwelt 
9aiong  us/  The  Chaldee  word  7^D  has  the  fame  fenfe 
in  Pael,  and  is  applied  in  particular  to  the  Holy  Spirit '% 
whence  we  may  explain  Luke  i,  2^.  Kai  ivmfug  v^ia-a 
fvifFKiafTu  coi.  If  this  explanation  appears  unfaiisfaftory, 
and  it  is  thought  neceflary  to  retain  the  idea  of  a  nuptial 
bed,  the  expreflSon  is  ftill  far  fron>  being  genuine  Greek, 
and  it  is  an  aBual  Syriafm,  for  a  nuptial  bed  fignifies  in 
Syriac  fjai^Ai^ii '9^  Pfalm  xix.  6. 

The  Syrian,  as  well  as  Chaldaean  Jew,  called  ai:  week, 
a  fabbath^  KDlti^  becaufe  it  contained  a  fabbath,  and 
reckoned  the  days  of  the  week  in  the  following  manner  : 

1.  Sunday,  W^^  ny  the  one,  or  the  firft  of  the  fabbath 
pr  week.  It  mult  be  remembered  that  in  the  Oriental 
languages  the  cardinal  numbers  are  likewife  ufed  as  or- 
idinals,  which  is  often  imitated  by  the  Seventy.     Exod. 

2.  Monday,  l^*r>  ^;A  two,  or  the  fecond  in  th^ 
^eek.  .      .      1 

3.  Tuefday,  ]c^mq  Ai^4  the  third  in  the  week. 

,     4.  Wednefday,  Ja-^o  \^^^i\f  the  fourth  in  the  week. 

5.  Thurfday,  tnii^  V>2da.>  the  fifth  in  the  week. 

6.  Friday,  jAoo;ii.,  the  preceding  evening^  or  the  even- 
ing before  the  fabbath. 

7.  Saturday,  \^c^  the  Sabbath. 

It  is  therefore  by  no  means  extraordinary  that  p«  truQ- 
Saruvy  Matth.  xxviii.  i.  Mark  xvi,  a.  Luke  "xxiv.  i. 
John  XX.  19.  A6ts  xx.  7.  i  Cor.  xvi.  2.  fliould  be  ufed 
for  Sunday,  or  that  Friday  fhould  be  expreffed  in  Jevvifli 
Greek  by  ma^afrxiyv]  a  word  wbich  appears  to  have  been 

' '  »      .  adopted 
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adopted  even  by  Auguftus  In  the  Roman  law'.     The 
following  Syriafm  is  ftill  more  linking,  Matth.  xxviii.  1. 

ev^f  <ra£SaT»»Tf7  firi^wo'xvo't}  ric  jcaiav  traCCarwy^which  I  (hould 

have  confidcred  as  a  midake  of  the  Greek  tranflalor,  if 
the  fame  expreflion  had  not  been  ufed  by  St.  Luke,  cb. 

Xxiii.    54*    xai  Tfi'i^oi  Tiv   Vft^aTXEvn^  xai    e-ftS^JcTOir  (TTS^wa-XE. 

Much  ufeieis  time  has  been  fpent  in  explaining  thefe 
p-dflTages:  fome  have  fuppoled  that  aliufion  was  made  to 
the  candles,  which  the  Jews  lighted  the  evening  preced- 
ing the  fabbath,  an  aliufion  which  is  not  applicable  to 
St.  Matthew;  others  have  imagined  that  the  break  of 
day  was  intended  to  be  expreffed,  an  explanation  which 
on  the  other  hand  cannot  be  applied  to  St,  Luke.  The 
whole  paflage  is  a  very  ufual  Syriafm,  and  confidered  as 
fuch  is  attended  with  no  difficuliy.  In  Syriac  ;<'"**  is 
applied  to  the  night  preceding  any  particular  day,  e.  g. 
|o;  j^cojj  j;a-  ;ouj  \r\mr\  ^\Li  jANo  *  in  the  night  of  the 
fecond  day  of  the  week,  that  lighted  in  the  morning  of 
the  great  faft  *.'  Another  example  may  be  taken  from 
AfTeman's  Bibliotheca  Oricntalis,  Tom,  L  p.  212.  On 
Saturday  at  the  eleventh  hour^  (i.  e.  at  five  in  the  after- 
noon),  l^^o  !-M  ;qu?  ♦%  i,  e.  literally, '  when  the  firft  day  of 
the  week  fhonc  in.'  And  Tom.  III.  P.  11.  p.  111.  (A2^o 
\'^mf:%  ti^L  <j\^\  'in  the  night  that  lighted  in  the  third 
day  of  the  week.'  The  Syriac  words  are  here  tranflated 
in  as  bald  a  manner  ^'  as  St.  Matthew's  Cofpel  has  been 
tranflated  into  Greek,  and  it  may  be  naturally  afked, 
how  the  Syriac  language  could  admit  fo  extraordinary 
an  expreflion  ?  Now  ;ou  fignifies  properly  '  10  open,'  as 
appears  from  the  Arabic  Chreftomatby  ♦^,  p.  97.  and 
this  fenfe  may  be  applied  in  feveral  iutlances  to  explain 
the  Hebrew  Bible;  hence  the  Syrians  and  Chalda^ans 
derived  the  figurative  fenfe,  becaufe  the  rays  of  light 

break 

1  See  Jofephi  Antiq.  XVT.  6.  2.  where  he  has  recorded  an  ed|i£^  of  Au* 
guilus  relating  to  the  Jews,  in  which  b  the  following  cl^ufe  :  cy  ffuQZoLv%9% 

See  alfo  my  JHtiftory  of  the  Rerurrc£lion  *^,  p.  8—18. 
•  See  p.  94  of  the  Syriac  Chreftomathy  ♦'. 
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break  through  openings  ^.^    The  two  Syriac  paflages^^ 
fiiould  be  therefore  tranflated  ^  in  the  otght  of  Tuefday 
which  opens  the  great  faft  day,'  i.  e*  on  which  the  great 
faft  begins,  the  day  being  reckoned  from  fun-fet  among 
the  Eaftern  nations  f^:  and  '  Saturday  afternoon  ^t  five 
o'clock^',  Titfhen  Sunday  was  opened,'  i.e.  began.  In  the 
two  palfages  from  the  New  Teftament  above-mentioned^ 
theTranflator  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel,  and  St.  Luke^ 
Kave  ufed  therefore  a  Svriaftn  of  the  fame  nature,  as  I 
have  before  obferved  in  this  feflion,  applying  to  the 
Qreek  word  the  fame  extent  of  meaning  as  iou  admits 
in  Syriac  ^'«     The  expreffion  has  been  received  into  the 
church  Latin  of  the  Paleftine  Chriiliakis,  and  Adler*  ha^ 
quoted  an  infcriptioii  made  at  Carfarea  in  the  year  5^79 
IP  which  are  the  following  words  :    ^  mediuca  no&is  dne 
dominica  inlucefcente^'.    Zi^auia  (I^H'')  Match,  yiii*  15. 
is  a  word*  peculiar  to  the  Syriac,  aad  totally  .unknown  to 
the  Greek  writers  :  it  is  ufed  by  both  the  Syriac  Irajif* 
lators,  but  it  i$  not  to  be  found  in  any  other  Orien^l 
language,  for  the  Arabic  (jj3/  and  the  Rabbinic  |^>tare 
words  diftind  from  the  Synac,  though  their  tneaniiig  is 
the  fame  ^^.     There  remains  another  ipectes  oi  Cbalda* 
ifms  to  be  mentioned^   which  have  been,  hitherta  un- 
noticed :  many  Greek  words  have  been  adopted  in  4be 
Chatdee,  and  have  there  received  either  a  mooe  cosen- 
five  br  different  (ignification,  which  words  have  bees  iiCed 
by  the  writers  of  the  New  TefUancat  in  the  Cfaaldee 
fenfe.     Apirov  is  a  pure  Greek  word,  and  fignificB  Din- 
cier  ^^;  it  has  been  adopted  by  the  Chaldeans,  written 
pOD*W  and  ufed  for  a  meat  in  general,  and  often  for  Sup- 
per in  particular*.     In  this  fenfe  it  is  ufed  by  fit.  Mat- 
thew, chap.  xxii.  4.  where  not  only  the  great  pcepara- 
tioi)s,  as  well  as  manners  of  the  country  and  the  times, 
lead  naturally  to  the  fuppofition  of  an  evening  meal,  but 
like  wife  the  circumftance  that  the  perfon  who  was  ex* 
pelled  from  the  chamber  for  coming  without  a  marriage 

garment 

•  Enuntiatio  Matth^i  ex  llngwa  Syriaca  iUvftni^tay  p.  X^ 
"  From  j^     ,  parvus  »*..- 

•  See  Buxtorf 's  Lex.  Ck.  Talm.  Rabblo.  p.  8d7. 
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garttient  was  led  into  darknef^,  wUefa  dearly  impHN 
tbsft  it  bappiened  if}  the  evening,  and  ihat  the  eating 
POOfQ  M^as  lighted  K(e^<rwMhy  figniAes  in  Claffic  Greek 
the  border  or  train  of  a  garment:  the  Chaldeaps  whp 
have  adopted  this  word  write  it  |♦^Dt)^"^^*^  awl  apply 
it  to  exprefs  the  taflels  which  hung  at  the  four  corners  Qf 
tke  mantle^  which  the  Jews  wore  over  their  ufual  drefs'^^ 
and  in  this  feDfe  it-is  vfed  Matth.  xxiii«  5.  Mdt(y«E(nnic 
has  been  received  both  into  the  Cbaldee  and  the  Syriac, 
Wn^binO?  I^*^;^^^>  but  among  the  eaftern  nations  the 
word  Pearl  is  uied  likewife  for  Precious  Stones  ir>  generalf 
^•^'jAy>'^^-  In  this  fenfe  we  mud  take  ^o^y^fir^ij^ 
Matt.  vii.  6.  xiii.  46.  And  Rev.  xxi.  21.  it  (eems  in* 
capable  of  any  other  meaning,  fince  gates  of  pearl,  which 
every -acid  could  diflblve,  would  hardly  enter  into  thie 
io^  agination. 

Several  expreffions  of  the  New  Teftaroent  receive  great 
Ij^ht  fr^m  the  Arabic.  I  will  not  immediatelycall  fuch 
pii^ffa^es  ArabiCbns, chough  many  of  thefermonsofChrift 
were  held  on  theeaftern  or  Arabian  fide  of  the  Jordanj 
where  John  che  Baptift  chiefly  refided^  and  many  other 
opportunities  might  have  introduced  Arabic  expreffioos 
fato  the  language  of  Paleftine.  The  Oriental  languagies 
lave  a  ftrilcHig  affinity  with  each  other ;  but  as  we  know 
infinitely  more  of  the  Arabic^  than  of  either  Hebrew5 
Gfaahlee,or  Sy^ttac,  it  is  not  furprifing  that  manypaflages 
tif  t)ie  New  Teftameht  can  be  explained  from  that  lan- 
guage alone. 

It  is  a  common  prjovicrb-iuttcmg.  tke  Arabs,  '  He  bears 
the  burden  of  another,'  when  guilt  is  imputed  to  an  in- 
nocent perfon  inAcad  of  the  culprit.  See  Rev.  ii.  S4. 
Gal.  vi.  ^9  5*  with  my  remarks  on  thofe  paflages,  and 

Horn.  XV.  l*^.  Act^X.^  'to  pray  for,'  fignifies  likewife 
to  blefs***;  in  which  fenfe  wpoVtu;^o/i*a»  is  ufed,  Matth. 
%mM  13.  K*T»>t^J*f5  Rom*  xi.  8.  fignifies  not  reroorfe, 
but  ijlimnber ;  in  the  text  quoted  from  Ifaiah  xxix.  10. 
we  find  nDTW  which  the  Seventy  have  expreffed  by  n 
word  %QifyiiQ£  compunfiio  ^\  io  ^lluCon  to  the  Arabic 

phrafC) 
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phrafe,  **  Sleep  fews  the  eyes  together.'  Supplementa ad 
Lex.  Hebr.  p.  449  **.  Idle  words  JJbl^l  fignify  lies*',  and 
'j^DH  in  Chaldee  has  the  fame  meaning;  hence  we  may  ex- 
plain the  meaning  of  Chrift,  Matth.  xii.  2^>  that  the  falfc- 
hoods,  which  the  Jews  have  uttered  againft  him,  flioukl 
be  laid  to  their  charge  at  the  day  of  judgement.    A  path 
fignifies  frequently  in  Arabic  *  Religion  ;'  and  *to  come 
to  a  man  with  fometfaing,'  fignifies  ^to  bring  fomething 
for  him.*    The  paflage  therefore,  Matth.  xxi.  3a.  fhould 
be  tranflated,  *  John  brought  you  the  true  religion,  but 
ye  believed  him  not  *♦.*     The  common  tranflation  ir 
har(h  and  difficult;  for  though  we  may  eafily  conceive 
what  is  meant  by  walking  in  the  way  of  righteoufnefs, 
yet  to  come  to  any  one  in  the  path  of  righteoufnefs,  has 
fuch  a  want  of  accuracy  as  to  be  almoft  unintelligible ^^ 
The   principal  Jews  with  whom  Chrift   difcourfed 
(John  V.  25.)  faying,  *  Ye  were  willing  for  a  feafon  to  re- 
joice in  his  light/  had  probably  never  had  the  fmalleft 
fatisfadion  from  the  preaching  of  John.  Now  in  Arabic 
*  to  rejoice  at  a  prpphet'  fignifies  to  make  merry  at  the 
expence  ofthe  prophet, or  turn  him  into  ridicule.  (Koran, 
chap.  xl.  83.);  Chrift  therefore  meant  to  fay,  ye  were 
willing  for  a  feafon  to  turn  his  light  into  ridicule^.    It 
muft  at  the  fame  time  be  obferved"  that  the  Arabs  ufed 
this  expreifion  likewife  in  a  good  fenfe.    Sura  xxiii.  55. 

1   fUA^^fcAi^ctf  ^  is  applied  to  fpeeches  and  exhortations 
in  general;  in  this  fenfe  fuayfcAi^w  is  ufed  A£ls  xiv.  15. 


S    E    C    T.      VI. 

Two- fold  €rr§r  into  which  critics  have  fallen  in  refpe^l  to  the 

Hebraifms. 

WITH  regard  to  thefe  foreign  expreffions,  which  I 
will  include  under  the  general  name  of  Htbra- 
ifms,  the  learned  have  carried  their  afierdons  too  far  on 
bo  th  fides  of  the  queftion.     Some  have  afcrit>ed  this  title 

to 
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to  every  phrafe  that  was  admiflible  among  the  Hebrew 
writers,  even  though  it  were  iifed  by  the  purett  of  the 
claflic  authors,  forgetting  chat  the  fame  expreffions  may 
be  common  to  a  variety  of  languages,  (ince  man^  the  in- 
ventor of  language,  retains  the  fame  nature  in  all  cli- 
mates, and  all  ages.  A  Gmilarity  has  been  obferved  be* 
tween  a  number  of  Greek  and  Oriental  phrafes®  nor  is  it 
improbable  that  a  portion  of  the  Oriental  genius  fhould 
have  been  tranfmitted  to  the  Greeks,  who  received  their 
cultivation  from  the  Phoenicians,  and  carried  on  a  confi- 
derabte  commerce  with  that  nation.  From  the  time  of 
Alexander  Greece  borrowed  from  the  Eaft  in  a  ftill 
higher  degree,  to  which  the  Jewifli  Greeks  in  a  great 
meafure  contributed,  and  by  thefe  means  numerous  ex- 
prelGonS)  that  were  originally  Hebrew,  became  naturaliz- 
ed in  the  Greek  language.  A  want  of  fuSicient  knowledge 
of  the  Greek  has  often  excited  a  fufpicion  of  Hebraifms, 
for  the  fame  reafon  that  our  modern  Latin  is  fometimes 
charged  with  Germanifms,  for  want  of  knowing  that 
thofe  very  terms  of  language  were  like  wife  ufed  by  the 
antient  Romans. 

The  moll  eminent  among  the  learned  have  fallen  into 
miftakes  on  this  topic,  Grotius  has  produced  many  in* 
fiances  of  Hebraifms,  which  on  a  more  accurate  exami- 
nation have  been  found  to  be  purely  Greek;  but  this  is 
an  error  to  which  the  deepeft  critics  are  expofed.  In 
reading  Rom.  ix«  29.  £1  f^n  Kupio;  Za^ftdiS  cyxarsAiTriy 
91/Miv  <nrfif/(Aas,  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe  that  cwipfjuai  is  a  He- 
braifm;  and  yet  it  certainly  is  not.  No  inftance  can  he 
given  in  the  Hebrew  language  where  feed  *  is  ufed  in  the 
fenfe  of  remnant :  even  in  the  quoted  pafiage  of  Ifaiah, 
ch.  i.  9.  we  find  no  word  exprelEve  of  feed,  but  Tltlf 
which  fignifies  *  a  refugee*,'  a  term  which  the  Seventy  in 
this  text,  as  well  as  Deut.  iii.  3.  have  tranflated  by  t-vtpfAOiK 
The  reafon  of  this  tranflation,  which  is  purely  Greek, 
may  be  feen  in  the  Supplementa  ad  Lex.  Heb.  and  the 

appli- 

^  Emf fti  de  veftigiis  linguae  Hebraicae  in  lingua  Graeca :  Lipfiae  1753. 
Br.  Ernefti  conje6kure$  even  that  the  Greek  language  is  derived  from  the 
Hebrew. 
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ipplication  is  extremely  e^fy,  as  it  is  natural,  whea  the 
inhabitants  of  a  town  or  country  have  been  moftly  de- 
ftroyed,  to  confider  the  remnant  i%  the  feed  that  ttiuft 
propagate,  and  reftore  the  human  race.  Example^  have 
been  colleQed  by  Wetftein  '  from  Plato  and  Jofepbus*. 
It  is  extraordinary  that  thofe  very  perfons,  who  are  leaft 
acquainted  with  the  Hebrew,  are  the  moft  inclined  tD 
difcover  Hebraifms,  and  it  has  been  as  fafhionable  as  it 
IS  convenient  to  afcribe  the  difficulty  of  every  obfcurc 
paffage  in  the  New  Tcftament  to  in  Oriental  idiom. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  advocates  for  the  perfeft  purity 
of  the  Greek  Teftafnent  are  equally  miftaken,  and  their 
tniftake  has  been  occalioned  by  various  caufes.   Iti  fop- 
por  t  of  opinions  they  quote  paffages  from  the  later  Greeks, 
%i?ho  by  the  conftant  ufe  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  and 
the  works  of  theChriftian  writers,  had  infenfibly  iadbpted 
it^  modes  ofexpreffion.  Andirt  cafes,  where  ihey'attempt 
to  fliew  the  purity  of  a  word  by  pointing  our  ah  inftahcc 
whefe  it  is  ufed  by  a  claffic,  they  forget  to  eximiile  whe- 
ther the  f(infe  i^  unaltered,  or  whether  Its  application  does 
not  favour  of  a  foreign  idiom.  At  other  times  thty1)ro- 
duce  a  (ingle  inftance  from  a  claffic,  whifch  they  have 
difcovered  with  thetitmoft  difficulty,  in  order  tb  (Jtialify 
an  expreffion  that  is  fn  conftant  ufe  amot^g  the  writers 
of  the  New  Teftament.  But  this  I's  Irto  argument  againft 
an  Hebraifiii,  for  the  peculiarity  of  a  language  fiequertily 
confifts  in  the  repeated  ufe  of  particular  phrafes.  Lsfftly, 
they  forget  iheftrufturc  of  the  periods,  and  that  the  ton- 
cifenefs  of  Oriental  compofition  is  the  relveYfe  of  the 
roundnefs  of  Grecian  eloquence.  £)ivlnes,  wHorepafto- 
ral  engagements  prevent  them  from  applying  to  fheiludy 
of  languages,  inuft  of  courfe  be  a^  little  &ble  to  defcide  on 
this  fubjeft,  as  a  monk  of  the  middle  ageS  on  th^  purity 
of  Latin.  And  thofe,  whofe  learning  might  have  enabled 
them  to  determine,  have  been  prevented  from  difcover- 
ing  the  trirth,  either  by  the  injudicious  pfaQice  of  ftudy- 
ing   the  Greek   language   from    the    New   Teftament, 
whence  we  are  fo  accuttomed  to  its  ftyle  as  to  be  infcn- 

fiblc 

F  In  hi«  note  to  Rom.  ix.  29, 
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fible  of  irs  peculiarities,  or  by  a  miilaken  zeal  for  the 
honour  of  the  G^eek  Teft^tnent  iifelf,  and  a  dread  that 
every  deviation  from  claflfic  purity  tnight  be  a  charge 
againft  its  infpiration. 

Yet  the  difpute  has  not  been  entirely  without  advan- 
tage,  for  many  pafTages  produced  from  the  Greek  au- 
thors, though  they  anfwer  not  the  purpofe  for  which 
they  were  quoted,  have  contributed  to  the  folution 
of  doubts  of  a  ftill  more  important  nature. 


S    £    C    T.      VII. 


The  langnage  rf  the  New  Teftament  has  a  tinffure  $f  ibt 

Alexandrian  Idimn. 

OUR  native  language  affords  an  indance  that  many 
great  cities,  and  aimoft  every  province,  have  cer- 
tain peculiar  expreOions,  which  are  either  uncommon  or 
unknown  in  other  parts  of  the  empire,  and  are  generally 
termed  provincial.  The  cafe  was  exaflly  the  fame  amoni 
the  Greeks,  not  only  with  regard  to  the  four  principal 
dtaleSs,  but  alfo  in  refpe£t  to  the  numerous  colonies  efta- 
blifhed  in  Afia  and  Africa,  efpecially  after  the  conquefts 
of  Alexander.  The  word  xpriro?,  which  is  ufed  in  thrci 
different  places  in  the  writings  of  St.  Luke  merely  as  a 
\\\\t  of  honour,  was  in  this  fenfe  more  familiar  at  lead  to 
^he  Afiatic  than  the  European  Greeks,  as  was  adopted 
in  the  Palmyrene  Syriac,  as  appears  from  the  8th,  9th, 
and  10th  Palmyrene  Infcriptions%  in  each  of  which  a  cer- 
^in  Septimius,  who  had  difchar^ed  the  office  of  Eutro- 
pius  and  Ducenarius,  is  ftyled  kIs^O^SK  QI9D{9*1p. 

We  may  apply  this  remark  in  paiticular  to  the  inha* 
bitants  of  Alexandria,  whole  Greek  was  probably  not  fret 
firoltd  &  certain  mixture  of  Egyptian,  of  which  s-^efnrfi;', 

%  8e«  Swiatoa^s  Explicatum  of -the  Inrcriptioiis  in  the  Palmyrene  Lan- 
guage I,  and  the  Abbe  Barthekmy's  Rcfle^liom  fur  1* Alphabet  de  PaU 
iaayre  *.    More  will  be  faid  on  tliis  fubje^  in  the  introduction  to  St.  Lttk^*l 

Gofpel. 
r  Wetflein  on  Matth.  i.  S9.  iitd  }a%lonfti't  Pi^k^Milia  Co  hit  Pan* 

tfaeon  iBgyptI,  §  99  '• 
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ayTf^e;  as  ufed  in  the  biblical  fenfe^,  and  ct^yatyUUf:  ^k 
examples. 

The  Seventy  have  made  ufe  of  wards  which  are  un-- 
known  to  a  clafTic  author,  fuch  as  S-iCk  ^,  o^x^y  ^^  latter 
of  which  is  undoubtedly  ^  Egyptian.  Alexandria  was  in 
many  refpefts  the  metropolis  of  the  countries  inhabited 
by  Grecian  Jews,  and  the  verGon  of  the  Seventy,  as  it  is; 
commonly  called,  was  made  at  Alexandria ;  it  is  there** 
fore  no  wonder  if  Alexandrine  idioms  ^  are  found  in  the 
New  Teftament.  And  it  is  a  circuraftance  which  de- 
ferves  attention,  that  many  of  the  advocates  for  the  pu- 
rity of  the  Greek  Teftament  have  in  many  inftances 
quoted  merely  or  chiefly  Alexandrine  authors.  Efaxi^a, 
which  is  ufed  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  and  in  the  Scp- 
tuagint*,  and  of  which  Thbmas  Magifter  fays,  that  it  is 
abfolutely  no  Greek  word,  and  perfeSly  fpurious,  has 
been  found  by.Kypke'  in  Jamblichus  t.  To  this  may 
be  added  fevcral  words  that  are  indeed  genuine  Greek, 
and  admiffible  by  the  beft  authors,  but  which  were  more 
frequently  and  particularly  ufed  in  Egypt,  fuch  as  nrr^pw- 
yioif  T»  ifp».  Matth.  iv.  5.  Luke  iv.  9.  for  even  Strabo 
thought  it  neceffary  to  explain  what  was  fignified  by 
•BTTf^fls,  when  applied  to  the  Egyptian  temples.  Lib.  XVI I^ 
p.  1 159.  and  this  paffageof  Strabo,  which  has  been  over- 
looked by  the  commentators,  is  of  more  value  than  all 
the  other  examples  which  have  been  collefled  together  ^.. 

In  reply  tothefe  obfervatioris  it  has  been  objefted,  that 
many  words  fuppofed  to  be  Alexandrine  are  not  to  be 
found  in  Philo  J.  But  this  affords  no  pofitive  evidence, 
fince  an  author  may  induftrioufly  avoid  what  he  knows 
to  be  peculiar  to  his  country  or  province.  No  part  of 
Germany,  not  excepting  Leipzig  or  Halle,  is  free  froih 
provincialifms,  and  yet  a  good  German  writer  will  never 
difcover  by  his  language  the  place  of  his  birth  or  educa- 
tion. 

♦  Mark  ix.  8.  Lev.  xxi.  4.  Num.  iv.  86.  vi.  9.  Joihua  xi.  7.  tftliJi 
xlviii,  3.  Pfalm  Ixiv.  4.  Ixxui/li).  2  Chron.  xxix.  36, 

t  Protrcpt.  c.  XX.  p.  125. 

t  See  Carpiov'«  nqte  to  Hcb.  iii*  f  *?. 
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tton.  Andy  as  we  know  that  Philo  took  particular  pains 
to  write  in  an  elegant  (lyle,it  is  no  wonder  that  heavoided 
every  expreflion  that  appeared  to  be  provincial. 

Befide  the  language^  which  is  ufually  admitted  into  the 
works  of  men  of  learning  and  genius,  every  great  city  has 
its  peculiar  and  fafliionable  expreflions  in  common  life^ 
and  applies  to  certain  words  fignifications,  which  they 
have  not  received  in  other  parts.  This  appears  to  have 
been  the  cafe  at  Alexandria,  efpecially  among  the  Jews, 
whofe  numbers  in  that  city  were  almoft  incredible;  and 
different  fenfes  and  expreffions  being  once  admitted  into 
the  Septuagint,  they  were  eafily  transferred  to  the  writ- 
ings of  the  New  Teftament.  Several  words  have  been 
difcovered  in  both,  which  are  neither  ufual  among  the 
claflic  authors,  nor  on  the  other  hand  to  be  explained  as 
Hebraifms.  Uopum  is  fo  feldom  found  in  the  Greek 
writers,  that  in  feveral  lexicons  it  has  been  entirely  omi{* 
ted,  yet  in  the  Septuagint  and  in  the  New  Teftament  if& 
ufe  is  extremely  frequent ;  but  the  fenfe,  which  is  ufually 
Applied  to  the  different  texts,  in  which  it  is  ufed,  is  to. 
tally  inadmiflible  in  a  very  important  paflage,  viz.  Ads 
XV.  20.  ag.     See  feS.  14.  of  this  chapter. 

r«fAO(  fignifi^s  among  the  Greeks  ^^  a  wedding,  matri- 
monyy'^&c.  but  i^  the  common  language  of  Alexandria, 
or  at  lead  among  the  Jews  of  that  city,  it  feems  to  have 
fignified  an  entertainment  or  feftival  in  general,  in  the 
fame  manner  as  the  German  word  for  wedding,  accord- 
ing to  its  etymology,  may  fignify  any  time  of  general  re* 
joicing :  and  in  this  fenfe  it  is  ufed  by  the  Seventy.  .The 
example  taken  from  Genefis  xxix.  aa.  where  the  Hebrew 
TVnUfh  a  feAival  is  tranflated  yrx/bio;,  affords  indeed  a  du* 
bious  argument)  becaufe  the  notion  of  a  wedding  *'  is 
there  intended  to  be  exprefled;  but  ERher  ix.  22.  Kou 

T^f  fA9i»at-**~aytiv  auTirc  rifAi^xg  yxf^m  x^i  cu^foo'uvnc,  where 
nnti^D  is  again  tranflated  by  yft/^xoc,  and  where  no  allu- 
fion  can  poifibly  be  made  to  a  wedding'^  puts  the  mat« 
ter  out  of  doubt ;  and  in  forae  of  the  manufcripis,  in- 
flead  of  woT»,  Either  i.  5.  we  find  yojixa'*.  In  the  fame 
fenfe  we'find  y^jMoc  ufed  in  the  New  Teftament,  Matih. 

K  xxii. 


•-♦   v.- 
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xxii.  I.  where  a  king  made  yafAg;  for  his  fon,  and  yet  in 
the  whole  parable  not  a  Iingle  allufion  is  made  to  a  bride, 
nay  it  is  even  diiHcult  to  conceive  how  that  notion  qan 
be  admitted  in  any  part  of  the  relation.  Fa/moi  can  (ig- 
nify  therefore  in  this  paffage  nothing  more  than  a  public 
feftival,  inftituted  by  the  king  in  honour  of  his  fon,  per- 
haps on  the  public  occafion  of  declaring  him  the  heir  of 
his  kingdom  ^^:  this  hypothelis  at  lead  throws  a  light  on 
the  whole  parable,  and  may  ferve  to  explain  the  reafon 
why  many  of  thcfe  who  were  invited  refufed  to  come, 
aqd  why  one  perfon  in  particular  offered  an  affront  to  the 
zQafter  of  the  feaft,  by  appearing  in  a  drefs  unfuitable  to 
the  folemn  occafion.     See  alfo  Luke  xiv.  8.         ^ 

Jt  is  manifeft  that  ygn  does  not  fignify  <  ungodly,'  but 
*  that  perfon  in  a  procefs  of  law  on  whofe  fide  the  injuftice 
layi*  or  the  contrary  to  pnV 5  of  which  more  may  be  feeq 
iri  the  Supplem.  ad  Lex.  Hebr.  But  the  Seventy  tran* 
Hate  it  in  general  by  ao^fSnc^  ao-fCua,  ao-fSfiv,  and  whoever 
wilhes  to  fee  the  different  paflages  may  confult  Trommii 
Cbncordantiae.  Nor  do  they  appear  to  have  ufed  this  tran^ 
flation  through  ignorance  of  the  Hebrew  word%  which 
they  have  in  feveral  inftances  very  properly  tranflated 
by  aJix»C9  a^«K£iv,  aii^Ltay  '^  £xod.  ii.  13.  xxiii.  1.  i  Kings 
viii.  47.  1  Chron.  yi.  37.  Ifaiah  Ivii.  to.  Iviii.  6.  Ezek. 
xxi.  3.  Pfalm  cvi.  6.  Proverbs  xvii.  15.  Job  xvi.  11.  Da^ 
niel'ix.  15.  or  cyop^oc/Numb.  xxxv.  31.  In  many  in* 
ilances  the  tranflation  ^ungodly'  is  totally  inadmiffible) 
and  it  is  evident  that  a^-iSf);  in  the  diale£lof  the  Alexan- 
drine tranflators  had  a  fenfe  different  from  that,  which 
was  given  it  by  the  claflic  authors.  We  need  only  refer 
to  the  following  paflages,  £xod.  xxiii.  7.  aOmov  k«i  ^ly^i^ir 
8x  ctiroxTsvfK,  xfti  tf  JtHOfifitfo-fic  Tov  »9%%ii  iv$mv  ivpm^  and 

Deut.  xxv.  I»  E»y  yMHTAft  ctynX^yta  av»fA$vo¥  ovOpftnrtfV)  n^$ 

Koti  xATAyyuiFsir^  ro»  ao-fSfi.  What  has  bitherto  been  ad« 
vanced  brings  the  matter  not  only  to  an  high  degree  of 
probability,  but  it  brings  it  to  a  certainty,  when  we  add 
that  «i(r<6D;  and  ottriSua  are  ufed  by  the  Seventy  far  DDTIf 

violence, 

•  Sec  Or.  BiW.  ' ',  Vol  yi.  p.  158,  ' 
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viol!ence5  ojr  injuftice '^  Jeremiah  vt.  7.  xxii.  5.  Eateki 
xii.  i9«  Obs^d.  10.  Micah  vi.  xi.  H3b.  i.  3.  ii.  8.  x^^ 
Zeph.  i.  9.  iii.  4.  MaK  ii.  i6.  Pfalm  \%lf\\\.  6.  Prov.  viii.  364 
and  OD  tl^  other  band  fu^fCuf  far  pHV  'S  irajafa  xxiv.  i6t 
Xxyu  7*  And  fvo-iCvc  i|i  this  fenfe  was  £9  jit^clligij^le  iq 
the  Arabic  tranflatpr,  that  be  refic}ered  it  iq  {the  lail  of 
tbefe  paflfagjes  by  ^^^ajLjoaH,  though  he  had  never  feen  the 
Hebrew  text  of  llfaiahy  and  tranflated  fiinply  from  thd 
Alexandrine  verfion  «'.  We  find  traces  of  this  deviation 
from  theclaffic  fenfe  in  the  history  of  the  heretics  :  fun^ 
6u0t  (igoified  among  the  Manichasaos  ^  alms'  S  and  this  is 
nothing  more  than  a>tran(Iation  of  tXplli  and  i^si  which 
Chaldseans  and  Syrians  ufed  in  that  fenfe  ^%  SyriaC 
being  the  language  fpoken  by  the  earlieft  adherents  to 
that  fed.  In  the  fame  manner  we  find  ii  utpd  in  the 
New  Tellamenty  and  even  in  places  where  it  has  been 
faJfelyjunderliood,  viz.  Rom.  vi.  5.  Abraham  believes  tn 
Tp¥  /iXft<«vTft  Toy  actSn^  i.  e^  not  on  him  that  juftifies  the 
ungodly^  but  on  him  that  difcharged  the  accufed^  it  being 
an  exprelfion  of  the  very  fame  kind  as  that  quoted  from 
£xod.  xxii,i.  7.  Deut.  xxv.  1.  and  Rom.  v.  6.  where  ^^-i* 
Cm  is  evidently  put  in  oppofition  iohitm^  in  the  follow- 
ing verfe  **. 

EKios  is  fometimes  ufed  by  St.  Luke  in  palTages  where 
'tbe  connexion  feems  to  require  a  different  fenfe,  than  that 
gf  *pity/or  'mercy*' We  may  very  properly  fay,  the  Lord 
lias  (hewn  a  great  favour  or  kindness  to  £lizabeth ;  but 
d|e  expreffiops  '  he  hath  {hewn  mercy  upon  her/  or  '  he 
h»eh  reme^mbered  the  mercy  promifed  to  Abraliam  and 
hii  feedfor  ever/  feem  unfuitable  in  the prefent  inftancei 
becaufe  pity  implies  misfortune  *^.  But  as  foon  as  cXfoc^ 
Luke  h  go,  54.  58.  72.  is  takep  in  the  fenfe  of  HDTt,  pa- 
ternal aife&ion^  kindnefs^  or  what  the  Greeks  exprefs  by 
fd^yn  %  and  we  compare  thofe  verfes  with  £xod.  xx.  6* 

Deut4 

,   ^  fieaufobiiie  Hift.  dc9  Manicheens,  Tom.  tl.  p.  777.  Epiphanlus,  in  th^ 
S8lt^  reflion  of  his  Herefy  againft  the  Manlchsans^  ufes  tva-iQuc^  in  the  fenfe 

of  almi.   '        •      ' 

»  9e«  my  Treatife  on  the  Laws  of  Mofes,  which  forbid  the  marriage  of 

near  relations^  ^ctt;  j(]3(..1n4^  0$.  , 
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Deut.  vii,  9.  the  whole  becomes  eafy.  Kfttw^  aXvAtfuvt  is 
expreffive  of  St.  PauKjs  being  intruded  with  the  office  of 
anApoftle,  ic  refers  therefore  to  the  kindnefs,  not  the 
mercy  of  God.  This  ufe  of  i>»c  in  the  New  Teftament 
is  taken  from  the  Alexandrine  verfion,  and  in  Tromroii 
Concordantiae  are  enumerated  above  an  hundred  and  fifty 
Examples  where  the  Seventy  have  tranflated  ^011  by  i Am^^ 
and  that  in  cafes  where  the  notion  of  pity  wouM  be  ridi- 
culous. For  inftance  the  fervant  of  Abraham*,  who 
with  ten  camels  loaded  with  pr^fenis  goes  in  queft  of  a 
wife  for  Ifaac,  the  fon  of  a  rich  and  warlike  £mir^  and 
enters  into  a  family  which  appears  to  have  had  a  \tjy 
moderate  fhare  of  wealth  %  would  hardly  mean  to  requeft 
that  Rebecca  would  marry  his  matter,  through  pity*'. 
Even  union  deliciae  Dei  is  tranflated  by  fAffi»o(*^,  Dan. 
ix.  23.  The  word  iXfo;  then  oiuft  have  been  ufed  by  the 
Alexandrine  Jews  in  a  fenfe  different  from  that  received 
among  the  claflic  authors :  and  as  this  fignification  cans* 
not  be  explained  on  the  principle  of  a  Hebraifm^  becaiife 
*1Dn  never  (ignifies  pity  ^S  we  may  naturally  confider  it 
as  an  idiom  of  Alexandria. 

Ac^^circiv  is  ufed  by  the  Seventy  in  a  fenfe  unknown  in 
pure  Greek,  fignifying  '  to  fall/  and  this  fignification  is 
fometimes  applied  with  a  degree  of  emphafis.  It  is  put 
nearly  forty  times  for  ^8^3  *%  or  its  derivatives.  Proverbs 

xxiv.  xS%  EirraxK  vf«'ciT«i  a   Jixaiof  xai  atramo'iTAi^  01^  ia^-^ 
Atf-fCfif  ao-dtyDo-ao-*  (wtS^S^)  (y  XAXOK.  Hof.  iv.  5*   Aft^i^n^i^ 
nilAtga^,  xai  acr^fimrci  0  wfofntm  fAgracu.    Jerem.  xlvi.  llv 
Muxflrfii  Vfet  [A^y^firinv  fif^timiVAK    .Mah  ii.  8.  Y/«fK  c^cx^i^ 
httrt  ex  td;  q/hj  Hat  n^^tyfifrmri  voXXkc  s»  rta  irOfMf.     It  feems 

likewife  to  have  been  ufed  in  this  fenfe  in  certain  in- 
fiances  by  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  Rom.  v.  6^* 
m^S^tkuv  eyrm  tfAm  I  would  rather  tranflatQ  'while  we  were 
in  a  fallen  ftate^V  ^^^  while  we  were  without  firengtb, 
as  the  latter:  might  afiPord  an  excufe  fubverfive  of  St. 
Paul's  defign  *'.  This  appears  to  be  the  meaning  of 
i^v^tvM  in  the  whole  of  the  fourteenth  chapter  of  the 
epifllc  to  tbe  Romans^  efpecially  inthetweoty-firft  verfe, 

where 

•  9|B.  xxlr.  49.  -vSecG^^nXf^. 


— ^    »*„^, '_'«.. 
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where  the  arrangement  is  t v  u  •  aXixp^q  m  vfWK^imi^  fi 
rxavJ«Xi^ir«i,  «  fto-^fvci  ^^  And  to  this  acceptation  the 
words  ufed  in  the  fourth  verfe  rnxfi  91  -rnhvitiy  rA(iia-ir«t| 
fiirati  are  much  better  adapted '^ 


SECT.      VIII. 

0/  the  Ciliafms  dijcwered  in  the  writings  of  Sf.  Pauly 
m4  of  tbejiylf  of  St.  Paul  in  general. 

IX  is  evident  that  St.  Paul,  who  feems  to  have  been 
acquainted  with  the  beft  Greek  writers,  and  to  have 
had  it  in  hi$  power  to  write  better  Greek,  if  purity  and 
elegance  of  language  had  been  objects  of  his*  attention, 
has  made  very  frequent  ufe  of  certain  words  in  a  parti- 
cular fenfe,  which  is  either  feldom  or  never  to  be  found 
in  the  Septuagint  or  in  the  claflic  authors.  Karos/syny  is 
a  very  unufual  word,  and  in  thofefew  inftances  where  it 
js  ufed,  it  retains  the  primitive  fenfe  of  ceflfare  facio  ab 
dpere,  which  it  derives  from  A/iyo^  In  this  fenfe  alone  it 
IS  given  by  Julius  Pollux',  Lib.  III.  §  123.  Suidashas 
entirely  omitted  it,  and  in  the  very  compleat  indexes  to 
Herodotus,  Thucydides,  Diodorus  Siciilus,  as  well  as  in 
the  index  to  Lucian,  publifhed  by  Reitz,  that  contains 
every  word^  of  the  author,  no  inftance  can  bedifcovered. 
of  K»rotpyuy\  In  the  Septuagint  it  is  ufed  four  times^ 
but  limply  in  its  proper  fenfe  of  Vm*  Ezra  iv.  21.  23. 
V.  ^.  vi.  S.  Except  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  it  is  ufed 
only  once  in  all  the  remaining  books  of  the  New  Teda-* 
ment,  viz.  Luke  xiii.  ^.  where  it  is  likewife  ufed  in  its 
primitive  fenfe,  fince  the  Greeks  applied  the  epithet  apyoc 
to  a  barren  country.  But  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  alone 
this  unufual  word  is  introduced  not  lefs  than  twenty-fix 
times  ^,  and  taken  in  the  different  fenfes  of  *  remove,  de- 

flroy, 

'  ^  It  is  v&A  by  Ju^in  M^utyr  in  Kis  firft  Apology^  p.  $5.  where  fpeaklog  - 
of  Exordfts,  he  (ayt  x«r«f yvrrif  xm  inhtnt99ti\  ttf$  t'ou/Aoya; '.  But  Juftii\  ; 
probably  borrowed  it  from  St.  Paul. 

K  3 
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ftroy,  kiU|  make  free;'  and  it  frequently  occafions  obfca* 
rity^  as  it  is  often  difficult  to  deterinine  which  of  fbefe 
meanings  the  Apoftle  intended  to  attribute  to  an  expref* 
fion,  which  is  almoft  peculiar  to  himfelf.  Eo#6tti«  in  the 
fenfeof  •  wi(h'  or  *  defirc/  Rom.  x.  i.  is  no  where  to 
be  found,  not  even  in  the  Septuagint  %  and  its  ufual 
meaning  of  approbation  is  inapplicable  to  that  paflage. 
U^ovmytAyfi  ^  free  accefs,'  is  ufed  by  St.  Paul,  Rom.  v.  2. 
Ephef.  ii.  18.  iii.  12.  but  it  is  ufed  in  this  fenfe  by  no 
other  writer  ^  It  is  found  in  Diodorus  Siciilbs,  but  ki 
only  one  fingle  inftanc^,  Lib.  XVIII.  4^.  and,  it  is 
there  taken  in  a  totally  diflPerent  fenfe  '^.  U^a^tiym  is  tiied 
three  times  by  St.  Luke,  and  once  by  St.  Peter,  we  like- 
wife  find  iTfotfayiiyfvr,  but  r^fwaymyn  is  ufed  by  St.  Paul 
alone  %  and  it  is  not  improbable  that  St.  Luke  had  bor- 
rowed the  other  expreflion  from  his  friend  and  compa* 
fiion.  JSicxaxuir  is  ufed  five  times  by  St.  Paul,  2  Cor.  iv« 
1.  16.  Galat,  vi.  9.  Ephef.  iii.  13.  2  Theff.  iii,  13.;  it 
is  ufed  Once  by  3t.  Luke,  but  in  no  other  iqftance,  not 
even  in  the  Septuagint;  and  the  fingle  example  which 
isquoted  from  Polybius'  is  a  totally  diftind  verb.  Thefe 
examples  I  have  purpofely  felefledi  becaufe  they  have 
never  been  mentioned  in  the  controverfy  relating  to  the 
purity  of  St.  Paul's  language,  though  they  naturally  lead 
to  the  fuppofition,  that  either  the  words  themfelves,  or 
the  fenfes  applied  (o  them,  were  more  ufual  in  the  coun* 
try  of  St.  Paul  than  in  Greece, 

St.  Paul  was  born  at  Tarfus  in  Cilicia,  where  Greeks 
arid  even  good  Greek,  was  the  language  of  the  natives  % 
but  it  muft  not  therefore  be  concluded  that  it  was  abfo- 
lutely  free  from  Provincialifms.  Jerom  exprefsly  aflerta 
that  the  Cilicians  had  their  provincial  terms,  of  which 
he  fays  that  feveral  are  to  be  found  in  the  epiftles  of  St« 
Paul,  and  that  thefe  idioms  were  ufed  in  Cilicia  even 
in  the  age  in  which  he  lived.  Mult^  funt  verba,  quibua 
juxta  morem  urbis  et  provincise  fuas,  familiarius  apofto- 
Ills  utitur,  e  quibqs  exempli  gratia  pauca  ponenda  funt. 
^  Mihi  autem  jparum  eft  judieari  ab  huinkfio  di^,'  air* 
»y9?fe»iviif  np^f «f  *°>   Et j  * «  x«Tii«/i«iir«  «/A«? ' ,  hoc  €ftj 
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non  gravavi  vos.     Et  quod  nunc  ^  dicitur  *  /uuJuc  «/*«? 
ie«rftE(«CfUfT«#/  id  eft,  nullus  bravium  '^  accip-iat  adverfus 
vos:  quibus,  et  aliis  multis  verbis  ufque  hodie  utuntur 
Cilices.     Ncc  hoc  miremur  in  apoftolo,   fi  uiatunejus 
linguas  confuetudine,   in  qua  natus  eft  et  nutritus,  cum 
Virgilius,  alter  lloiucrus  apud  nos,  patriae  fuae  fequens 
confuetudinem,  Sceleratum  frigus  appellet.     Ad  Alga- 
fiaiD   queft.     10.  Tom.    IV,  p.   204.  Ed.  Martianay. 
The  firft  example  %^i^%^  in  the  fenfe  of  *  court  day,  or 
court  of  juftice/  has  more  the  appearance  of  an  HcbraiFm 
or  a  Latinifmn^  though  it  is  pofiible  that  the  expreflion 
is  Cilician.     With  refpeft  to  the  other  examples,  three 
paffages  have  been  produced  from  Demofthenes,  Poly- 
bius,  and  Plutarch,  in  which  xixraEpaScuo)  is  ufed  '%  and 
though  no  inftance  whatfoever  can  be  found  ofxjtrayaf- 
%%^  *',  it  has  been  contended  that  its  derivation  is  ftrifclly 
analogical  from  vA^xif,  which  is  genuine  Creek.     But 
Ihis  argument  is  of  no  weight,  fince  the  queftion,  whe- 
ther a  word  be  provincial  or  not,  muft  be  determined 
not  by  analogy,  but  by  ufage :  for  many  of  our  provin- 
cial words  in  Germany  are  derived  from  primitives  in 
genera)  ufe,  and  that  according  to  the  trued  analogy. 
KafoEVft^xeiv,  which  is  to  be  found  in  no  other  writer 
than  St.  PstuI,  is  ufed  a  Cor.  xi.  8.  xii.  13,  14.  and  if 
it  was  common  in  Cilicia  at  the  time  of  Jerom,  it 
flOitrft  naturally  be  termed  a  Cilicifm.  The  three  paflfages 
in  which  xara?|9(xEfu»  is  found  are  likewife  indecifive;  for 
the  provinciality  of  a  word  may  confift  in  its  frequent 
and  repeated  ufe'^  by  an  author  born  in  a  particular 
pro^^ince,  whereas  a  pure  writer  would  introduce  it  but 
feldom.  No  reafon  therefore  can  be  afligned  for  rejed- 
ing  the  authority  of  Jerom,  efpecially  as  we  have  no 
means  of  immediately  determining  for  ourfelves.     It  is 
certain  that  St.  Paul  has  many  words  peculiar  to  himfelf ; 
equally  certain  that  the  Ciliciaiis  had  their  particular 
idiom ;  is  it  reafonable  then  to  fuppofe  that  St.  Paul, 
who  paid  no  regard  to  the  ornaments  of  language,  who 
ftyles  himfelf  i^twrfi;  tu  xeyu,  ihould.  retain  no  traces  of 

the 

X  Jcrom  is  here  fpeaklng  cf  Co).  H.  16. 
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the  idiom  of  his  ccHintry  ?  It  is  extreraely  difficuk  for 
thofe,  who  induftrioufly  avoid  the  peculiariries  of  their 
country,  to  help  betraying  in  particular  exHmple*  fome 
tokens  of  their  prigin:  and  if  this  is  the  cafe  with  St. 
Pau1|  infV^ad  of  being  ufed  as  an  argument  againft  the 
New  Tejlamcnt^  it  is  an  arguruent  in  its  favour',  at 
lead  of  the  authenticity  of  St.  Paul's  epi(llcs. 

Balthafar  Stolberg,  who  in  oppofition  to  the  account 
of  Jerom  has  written  a  particular  treatife  de  Cilicifrois  a 
Paulo  ufurpatis,  printed  with  his  Exercitationes  linguae 
gfaecus,  has  drawn  an  argument*  from  this  circumftance, 
that  the  Tarfenfcs,  according  to  Strabo^  applied  fo  di^ 
ligently  to  philofophy  and  general  literature,  that  they 
vere  not  inferior  to  the  Athenians  and  Alexandrines,  and 
thatTarfus  was  thebirth-place  of  feveral excellent  writers, 
particularly  Hermogenes  the  rhetorician.  Now  a^ciiy 
may  be  the  feat  of  learning,  and  yet  have  its  provincial 
jexpreifions ;  and  it  is  poflible  that  works  of  learning  and 
genius  might  be  the  produce  of  a  city,  where  ev^n  a  vu 
tious  dialc6lwas  ufedi  fince  men  of  education  endeavour 
at  all  times  to  obtain  a  purity  of  .expreflion,  Stolberg 
was  of  opinion,  that  what  Jerom  wrote  on  the  Cilicifms 
of  St.  Paul,  he  had  taken  from  Qrjgen  ;  but  in  that  cafe 
the  authority  is  ftill  better,  as  Origen  had  a  more  pron 
found  knowledge  pf  Greek  than  Jerom. 

It  may  not  be  improper  at  prefent  to  make  a  few  ob» 
fervations  on  the  (lyle  of  St.  Paul  in  general.  As  he  was 
born  at  Tarfu$  %  it  is  certain  that  Greek  wa^  his  native 
language;  blithe  being  a  Jew,  and  accuftomed  from 
bis  childhood  to  read  the  vefiion  of  the  Seventy,  jt  was 
natural  to  fuppofe,  what  we  find  to  be  a  fa8,  that  his 
language  would  be  tindured  with  Hebraifms.  Yet  he 
appears  to  have  lead  many  of  the  beft  Greek  authors^ 
though  Qrecian  literature,  in  the  pr(»per  fenfe  of  the  word, 
^s  hardly  to  be  afcribed  to  hiip  ^  nor  is  jt  any  wbere  to 

«Sce  c.  ii.  f.  10.  of  this  Introduction* 
<Cap.xx.  §8.  ^  Lib.  iqv.  |k  !H)1. 

«  A«?t8  xxi.  37—99^ 
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be  difcovercd  in  bis  epiftles*.  All  that  we  can  pofitiveljr 
affirm  is,  that  he  was  not  ignorant  of  ihc  Greek  produc- 
tions of  genius,  but  we  have  no  grounds  for  afferiing 
that' he  had  been  initiated  in  the  philofophy  of  the  cele* 
brared  fchools  at  Tarfus.  In  the  few  writings  whi.  h  re^ 
main  of  this  Apoftle  are  quotations  from  the  Greek 
poets,*^  in  three  different  places*,  in  each  of  which  paf- 
fages  he  ha^  introduced  them  with  propriety  and  judge<» 
ment,  a  circumflancc  that  implies  intimacy  with  the 
Greek  poets,  for  fuperficial  readers,  wl|o  q^ote  merely 
to  (hew  their  learning,  are  feldom  happy  in  their  appli* 
f:ation  2  and  St,  Paul  has  perfeBly  freed  himfclf  from 
the  charge  of  ftudied  affedation,  in  deviating  too  much 
into  the  oppofiie  extreme  of  negU*£t.  One  of  thefe  quo- 
tations, T8  KOLi  yivof  f^|btc»,  he  introduced  in  an  extempo* 
rary  fpeech,  and  it  appears  from  his  own  obfervatioq  that 
he  had  read  it  in  feveral  poets.  In  the  midft  of  Hcbra* 
jihis,  and  words  peculiar  to  hin^fell,  which  wr  m  ly  call 
Ciiicifms  till  a  more  fuitableexprefrion  can  be  found,  he 
introduces  the  bed  and  pureit  phrafes,  which  are  ufed 
only  by  the  claflic  authors  of  the  firft  rank.  Several  of 
ihefc  well  chof^n  expreflions  were  qft-d  by  the  Greek 
traqflator  of  the  Pentateuch,  and  the  Proverbs  of  Solo* 
mon;  which  though  lefs  frequeni;ly  introduced  than  in 
the  writings  of  St.  Paul,  afford  iufficient  prcfumption 
that  the  tranflator  of  thefe  parts  of  the  Hebrew  Bible  wa$ 
a  better  matter  of  (JreeH,  than  thofe  who  tranfldted  the  re- 
mainder. §t.  Paul  has  all  the  appearance  of  a  |ew^  whofc 
jiatural  ftyle  wa^  unclailic  Greek,  but  who  frotn  reading 
the  bcft  authors  b^d  infjpnfibly  adopted  inany  of  the  bett 

eicprellions, 

• 

'  ^any  hai'e  fuppofed  tb^t  St.  Faul  was  endowed  lyith  a  gr^at  (hare  of 
profane  learning,  and  have  afcrlbed  to  him  a  knowledge  of  all  thofe  fciences 
which  might  have  been  learnt  in  the  fchools  of  Tari'us.  But  this  opinion 
fttois  totally  ungrounded  j  and  I  fubfcribe,  on  the  whole,  to  the  fentiments 
of  Dr.  Thakroann,  in  histreatlfe  De  eruditions  Pauli  Apoftoli  Judaica  non 
Orcca,  Lipiie  1769. 

e  Aftsxvii.  28.  1  Cor.  xvTaS.  Tit.  L  12.  The  firft  and  hft  of  thefe 
examples*  are  admirably  fuited  to  the  occafioas  ob  which  they  were  in* 
trodii^eti 
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estpreflions.  If  it  be  argued  that  tfaefe  words  he  migbt 
have  learned  from  the  intercourfe  of  common  life^  there 
fiill  remain  philofophic,  and  even  Platonic  expreflions, 
which  are  the  properly  of  the  learned  alone:  and  the 
author  of  the  fixth,  and  the  two  following  chapters  of  the 
epiftle  to  the  Romans,  can  hardly'  be  fuppofed  to  have 
been  ignorant  of  Plato,  or  the  writings  of  the  Platonifts. 
It  is  true,  that  many  divines  have  taken  the  words  ir«^, 
co-w  aitb(taiF9iy  tyufy  &c.  in  a  fenfe  unknown  to  a  Grecian 
philofopher,  an#  have  afcribed  to  them  a  myftical  theo- 
logical meaning ;  but  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to 
fliew  that  thefe  explanations  were  grounded,  and  ftill 
more  difficult  to  conceive  how  the  Romans,  on  this  by- 
potbefis,  could  have  underftood  the  epiftle.  But  as  foon 
as  thefe  expreffions  are  taken  in  the  ufual  philofopbtcal 
fenfe,  and  we  except  thofe  Platonic  errors  which  St.- Paul 
exprefsly  contradids,  the  chapter  above-mentioned  be- 
comes perfe8:ly  clear.  The  fame  obfervation  may  be  ap- 
plied to  o-xmn,  a  Cor.  v»  i.  which,  though  in  the  lan* 
guage  of  the  pulpit  it  conveys  a  kind  of  myfterious  no- 
tion, is  nothing  more  than  the  Pythagorean  term  for  tb^ 
human  body,  confidered  as  a  cafe  or  covering  for  tb6 
foul.  It  would  be  foreign  to  the  prefent  defign  to  intro- 
duce a  difTertation  on  the  pbilofophical  words  in  St.  Paul's 
epiftles,  but  whoever  is  inclined  to  the  undertaking  will 
be  at  no  lofs  for  maleriais. 

Though  the  flyle  of  St.  Paul  poffefles  not  the  tuf ns 
or  graces  of  Athenian  eloquence,  yet  be  had  the  la%uag6 
at  his  command,  even  for  the  purpofes  of  delicaie  irony, 
and  refined  fatire :  but  be  feems  to  have  confidered  an 
accurate  ftrudure  of  periods  as  undeferving  his  attention, 
and  to  have  taken  the  expreffion  that  firft  occurred.  It 
Wa's  his  lifual  cuftom^d  diftate  his  epiftlcs,  perhaps  with 
a  mind  full  of  his  apcfftolic  engagements,  and  from  this 
circumftancc  alone  more  freedom  o£  language  might  be 
admitted,  than  in  ftudied  compofitiotis.  His  mode  of 
arguing  correfponds  to  the  Jewifh  concifenels,  wbfsre  in 
the  chain  of  reafoning  many  links  muft  be  fupplied  by  the 

Veader, 
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reader  *^5  a  manner  obfervable  in  the  Talmud,  and  which 
St.  Paul  had  probably  learnt  in  the  fchool  of  Gamaliel. 
He  has  never  ftudied  to  avoid  the  air  of  a  Jew  or  a  Ci- 
Hcian,  and  indeed  the  half  of  his  readers  would  have 
thought  it  d  token  of  contempt  if  he  had  rejefted  a  lan- 
guage, which  he  fpake  in  common  with  themfelves.    We 
need  only  recolleft  the  example  of  Jofephus,  whofelove 
fbr  Grecian  eloquence  was  no  recommendation  to  his 
Jewifh  countrymen.     Yet  the  Hebraifms  of  St.  Paul  are 
not  fo  numerous  as  thofe  in  the  Septuagint  and  other 
books  of  the  New  Teftament;  his  periods,  though  de- 
void df  art,  are  drawn  out  to  a  greater  length;  the  pa- 
renthefis,  fo  frequent  in  the  writings  of  this  Apollle,have 
no  tinfture  of  the  Oriental  idiom,  and  Grecian  purity 
applears  in  riumberlefs  examples. 

*  If  the  fpeeches*,  which  St.  Paul  made  at  Athens,  and 
before  the  Roman  gdvernorsof  Judea,  have  been  tranf- 
mitted  to  us  with  fidelity,  and  are  not  the  compofition 
of  the  hiftbrian,  he  muft  have  been  able  to  fpeak  better 
Greek,  than  we  find  in  hiis  epiftles  and  harangues  before 
a  Jewiih  afferably.  It  is  true,  that  the  language  which 
he  ilfed  in  addreffiftg  an  heathen  audience  was  not  en- 
tirely devoid  of  Hebraifms^  but  it  differed  in  a  ftriking 
itonner  from  his  common  ftyle.  Thii  fubjeft  will  be 
rtiore  fully  treated  in  the  Introdudion  to  the  Afts  of 
the  Apoftles,  where  it  will  be  fhewn  that  St.  Luke  has  re- 
corded the  fpfeeches  of  St.  ^aul  with  accuracy  and  truth. 
Nbw,  if  St.  Paul  had  a  purer  language  at  his  command, 
than  he  generally  adopted,  independent  of  the  warmth 
df  his  charaElferi  and  the  flow  of  thoughts  with  which  his 
niihd  was  tonftandy  filled,  he  muft  have  had  other  mo- 
tives for  negleftlng  elegance  of  ftyle.  The  fear  of  giving 
dffence  ib  the  J6^s,  to  whom  he  wifely  accorhmodated, 

whenever 

•    •      •  •  .  . 

'  For  inft:apce,  in  the  ninth  chap,  of  the  epift.  of  the  Romans. 
8  Aasxvii.  23t-31.  xxiv.  10—21.  xxri.  2—29. 

^  For  inftance>  m^vtufov  T»i?yi)«*S  Aftsxvii.2e.  ror  Kw^w* '^,  Vi  27, 
n^iniv  tv  haaiaarvifyt'^^y  ▼.  31.  iXin/xootfyai ^%  A^S  XXIV*  17.  f *;;  xaray 
7iXXf »r  T«  \ouf  KOi'TOK  t^n7%  **>  Afts  xxvi.  23. 
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v^henever  it  was  allowable,  both  his  doClrine  and  his 
manner,  in  order  to  win  them  to  his  party,  and  the 
feconing  impropriety  of  deviating  from  a  language  that 
was  already  confecraied  to  the  purpofes  of  religion,  might 
have  determined  him  to  negle6l  a  ftyle,  that  would  have 
been  more  elegant,  and  more  fafhionable,  but  on  the 
fubje6ls  which  St,  Paql  difcufTed,  endued  perhaps  with 
lefs  energy  and  precifion.  The  venerable  expreflions  of 
the  ^ible,  and  the  terms  of  religion,  which  had  acquired 
a  prefcriptive  right  fjoiri  the  pra6lice  of  the  fynagogue, 
were  highly  prdper,  and  even  nece(fary|in  delivering  the 
do£li:ines  of  Chriftianity:  thofe  once  admitted  into  the 
dbgmjtical  parts  of  his  difcourfe,  an  Attic  elegance  in 
the  remainder  of  his  epiftles  would  have  made  an  ufelefs 
contraft,  efpecially  as  the  language  of  St.  Paul^i  when 
he  wrote  without  art  or  attention  to  ftyle,  is  at  all  titoes 
preferable  to  that  of  the  Septqagint. 

He  candidly  confeflbs  to  his  adverfaries  at  Corinth, 
that  he  makes  no  pretenfions  to  the  ^rt  of  oratory  *,  his 
defign  in  preaching  the  Gofpel  being  to  convince  the 
JTldgment,  not  to  influence  the  paflions*^.  But  a  n^oft 
extraordinary  inference  has  been  deduced  from  an  epi- 
thet,  which  he  h^s  hio^felf  afluined  of  %hwt1^%  Aeyy',  that 
the  language  of  St,  Paul  has  a  tin^ure  of  vulgarity.  Now 
the  fpn  of  ^  Roman  citizen,  who  h^d  conyerfed  with  go^ 
vernors  and  princes,  feems  little  ei^pofed  to  a  charge  of 
this  nature;  and  Feftus"  would  have  hardly  afcribod  to 
him  a  fuperfluity  of  leariiin^,  if  the  language  of  S|t.  Paul 
had  been  the  language  pf  the  vulgar.  Thete  is.  an  in« 
finite  difference  between  Jfewifh  Gr^k  and  piebeian 
Greek;  the  former  might  be  expeded  froni  a  native 
Jew  of  the  highclt  rank  or  ^^ft  educatiout  bi^t  theepif* 
ties  of  St.  Paul  mufl  for  ever  refcqe  him.  froqai  a  fufpicioa 
of  the  latter.  His  fpeeches  and  writings  difplay  at  all 
times  urbanity  and  refinement;  and  it  is  a  remark^  which 
naturally  fuggefts  itfelf  in  reading  hi$  works,  th^t  tlje 
author  united  a  knowledge  of  the  world  with  a  cultivated 

genii^s^ 

1  1  Cor.  i.  17  ii.  1. 13.  ^  i  Car.  ii.  4,  5- 

J  2  C«r.  xi,  5.  ^  Acts  xxvi,  %\^ 
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genius.  No  courtier  could  have  given  a  more  finely 
turned  reply*'  than  St.  Paul  in  his  anfwer  to  Agrippa*; 
nor  was  it  poffible  to  exprefs  in  a  mOre  delicate  and  mo* 
deft  manner  his  defign  of  imparting  fpiritual  gifts,  than 
in  the  firft  chapter  of  his  epiftle  to  the  Romans  ^  The 
warmth  of  his  chara8er  has  at  times  induced  him  to  ufe 
expreffions  of  feverity,  but  he  never  mentions  the  names 
of  ihofe  who  are  obje3s  of  his  cenfure ;  and  the  fatire 
which  be  has  at  times  employed,  though  it  wounded  to 
the  quick,  yet  never  infulted  the  failings  which  he  la- 
boured oDly  to  correQ.  The  peculiarity  of  his  fituatioa 
obliged  him  fometimes  to  fpeak  in  his  own  commenda* 
tion;  yet,  though  an  a£t  of  necefiity,  he  feems  to  fed 
the  impropriety  of  pronouncing  bis  own  panegyric. 

But  to  return  to  the  expreffion  from  which  we  have 
departed.  Ih^rm  is  properly  a  perfon  in  a  private  fta- 
tion;  but  it  is  ufed  not  only  in  oppofition  to  a  public 
roagiftrate,  but  likewife  as  the  oppofite  of  a  public 
fpeaker;  and  St.  Paul  himlelf  has  ufed  it,  i  Cor.  xiv.  i6. 
in  the  fenfe  of  ^  hearer.'  I^iwrnc  xoytf  expreiTes  therefore 
nothing  more  than  *  a  man  who  is  no  orator,  who  pays 
no  attention  to  the  elegance  of  language,  but  fpeaks  in 
the  dialed  of  common  converfation.*  In  oppofition  to 
^hm^  Aey^  St.  Paul  adds  «xx'  «  tij  yvitftf-fi,  in  which  he 
was  not  iJiAiTHf ',  but  a  Teacher,  and  Apoftle.  Now  the 
word  may  pofQbly  be  applied  to  the  deviation  from  daflSc 
purity  obfervable  in  the  flyle  of  St.  Paul,  which  an  au- 
thor who  attempted  only  to  pleafe  might  have  cultivated 
with  more  attention :.  but  fetting^lL  idioms  afide,  the* 
whole  expreflion  is  applicable  to  every  man,  who  de* 
livers  plain  truths  in  artlefs  language.  A  profelFor  in  a 
univerfity,  who  is  attentive  to  the  accuracy,  of  criticifh), 
but  regardlefs  of  the  graces  of  compofuion,  is  in  the 
firi&eft  fenfe  i^ia^rnc  Aoyu  «ax*  a  rri  y^wru.  We  may  even 
doubt)  whether  that  which  is  coh&dered  as  a  fault  in  the 

Apoftle^ 

•  Aft*  xxri.  29.  •  V.  11, 1«.    Sec  alfo  c.  xv.  14, 15. 

f  Saidas  fays,  ihvm^  c  ay^a/Ajxarof*      A»f*s0^oc  vf^i  lail^t^  fnc^h 


'«.. 


%^6  Language  6f  ihe  Nem  TeJiaffwU*      c«af.  m 

Apoftle,  is  not  rather  to  be  called  a  virtue,  fince  it  h  -^ 
)eaft  a  queftion,  whether  a  native  Jew  would  not  hav^ 
^xpofed  hifnfelF  to  the  charge  of  pedantry  in  attempting, 
CO  imitate  the  Grecian  tafte  already  on  the  decline.  It 
was  the  great  weaknefs  of  the  Greeks  to  SkSeSt  at  a44 
times  the  orator ;  and  hence  arofe  that  inexculable  folly 
of  their  bed  hiftorians,  of  putting  long  fpeeches  into  the 
mouths  of  heroes,  who  never  had,  nor  ever  could  have 
fpoken  them,  and  which,  if  really  fpoken,  no  one  pre- 
sent at  the  time  had  ever  recorded.  This  paflion  for 
rhetoric  increafed  with  the  lofs  of  political  freedom;  and 
^hen  true  eloquence^  the  daughter  of  liberty  and  civi- 
lization, was  extinguiihed,  its  place  was  fupplied  by  the 
empty  declamations  of  the  fchools.  The  adversaries  of 
St.  Paul  might  a  flu  me  the  chara£ter  of  Sopfaiflsj  and  by 
a  vain  parade  of  words  aftonifli  the  illiterate ;  but  an 
Apoftle  of  Chrift,  whoic  defign  was  to  in(lru3,  might 
fafeiy  rejefi  the  aid  of  foreign  ornaments. 

Ao  obje£lioQ  to  the  ftyle  of  St.  Paul  Aill  remains  tjO 
be  anfwered.  It  has  been  faid,  that  if  the  Apoftle  had 
£V€r  read  thewritings  of  the  Greeks,  he  muft  hav«  in- 
f€n£bly  moulded  his  language  according  to  the  beft  pat- 
terns, and  from  habit  alone  have  contraded  their  man<^ 
iier  of  arranging  and^  concluding  an  argument.  The  late 
£rnefti,  in  his  Interpres  Novi  Teftamen|i^^,  even  doubt* 
ed  whedier  St.  Paul,  who  ais  fome  affirm,  h^d  read  the 
works  of  Philo,  was  capable  of  underftanding  an  author, 
Mnhofe  ftyle  he  compares  with  that  of  Plato  or  Demoft- 
iienes.  Now  the  fpeeches  of  St.  Paul  at  Athens,  and 
i>efore  the  Roman  governors,  are  the  befl  anfwers  which 
4:an  be  given  to  this  objection  :  thefe  fufticiently  evince^ 
^hat  in  cafes,  where  he  thought  it  requisite,  he  had  the 
ianguage  at  his  command ;  and  if  claflic  purity  was  neg- 
leQed  in  hisepiftles,  we  know  there  was  fufficient  reafon. 
But  admitting  that  St.  Paul  was  unable  to  write  like 
Dernqfthenes  or  Plato,  muft  we  conclude  therefore  that 
he  was  unable  to  underftsirxd  what  they  hjid  writtCQ  .^ 
We  know  from  our  own  experience,  ihj^t  a  &ciUty  ^n 
reading,  jind  even  judging  ^f  iQr«ign  Al^tbon;^  i^  ^be 

^riieft 
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earlieft  modern  languages,  by  no  means  implies  an  abi- 
lity of  writing  ihem  with  propriety.  It  is  of  no  ji]Qpor<- 
ance  whether  St.  Paul  had  read  the  works  of  Philo  or 
not;  he  certainly  had  it  in  his  power:  but  as  Philo  is 
not  the  moft  agreeable  author,  I  would  rather  fuppofe 
him  to  have  read  the  writings  of  Plato, 


S    E    C    T.      IX. 

Perjian  Words. 

IT  is  certain  that  the  New  Teftament  contains  feveral 
words  of  Perfian  origin,  fuch  as  «yyaf  fu£iv,  Matth.  v. 
40.  from  hangar  %  a  dagger,  ya^«,  f^^yoi,  to  which /Mfy»- 
rftvic  may  be  added  on  account  of  its  termination,  of 
which  laft  word  a  fuller  account  is  given  by  Wetftein  in 
his  note  on  Mark  vi.  21.  But  fingle  words  have  no  in<> 
fluence  on  the  general  ftyle,  and  thefe  with  feveral  other 
Perfian  words  and  phrafes  had  been  long  adopted  in  the 
Greek  language  *.  It  might  have  been  expefted  from 
the  long  dominion  of  the  Perfians  over  the  Jews,  that 
Perfian  exprefiions  would  have  been  introduced  into  the 

iewiih  language,  and  thence  into  that  of  the  New  Tefta^ 
lent  but  ic  does  not  appear  that  this  mixture  has  ever 
taken  place.  Though  the  kings  of  Perfia  exerted  over 
the  province  of  Judaea  a  royal  authority,  yet  the  Jews 
vere  immediately  governed  by  chief  magiftrates  of  their 
own  nation,  the  Chaldsean  language  was  fpoken  in  the 
weftern  parts  of  the  empire,  Jerufalem  lay  at  a  vaft  dif- 
tance  from  the  metropolis,  and^  as  appears  from  the  book 
of  Ezra,  the  Perfian  edifts  relating  to  the  Jews  were  pub- 
Kfhed  in  Chaldee,  It  is  therefore  to  be  afcribed  to  acci- 
dent, 

^  o  «* 

*    ^  In  the  Perfian  language  ^.^fiOLab^  fignifies  a  dagger  ly  worn  as  a  mark 


6f  authority  by  the  couriers  in  Perfia,  who  have  the  power  of  forcing 
the  proprietors  of  hories  at  every  poft  ftatlon  to  fu'pply  them  as  often  as 
tkey  have  need,  and  to  accompany  them  on  the  road.  Chaitltn  in  the 
lecond  volmne  of  his  Travels,  p.  242.  of  the  12<a^.  ed.  lays,  Ces  Couriers 
r9nt  fort  rcconnoiflabkt  a  lev  Equippage,  ib  portent  le  poignard,  &c. 
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d(^nt,  of  the  influence  which  the  Arabic  has  had  on  the 
PeiGan  fince  the  time  of  Muhammed,  that  a  proyerbiai 
exprcffioD  in  the  fcrmon  on  the  mount  correfponds  to  a 
paiticuUr  phrafein  a  Perfiad  poem'. 

More  important  is  the  influence  nvhich  the  Perfian  (not 
indeed  that  fpoken  at  prefent,  but  the  original  language 
in  which  the  religious  books  of  the  antienc  Perfians,  the 
pretended  works  of  Zoroafter,  are  compofed)  feems  to 
have  had  on  feveral  paflages  of  the  New  Teftament,  that 
have  more  the  appearance  of  a  foreign  than  of  a  Jewifli 
original.  In  the  firft  epiftle  of  St.  John,  the  words  Light 
and  Darknefsj  are  ufed  much  more  frequently,  tbad  in 
other  parts  of  the  Bible,  and  in  a  fenfe  not  diffimilar  to 
the  Per6an  notions.  This  remark,  which  was  firft  made 
in  the  fecond  edition  of  this  work^  I  fliall  confider  more 
fully  in  the  fecond  part,  in  treating  of  the  firil  epiftle 
of  Sl  John  in  particular,  and  explain  the  diSerence  be* 
twcen  the  common  biblical  meaning  of  thefe  words,  and 
that  which  is  given  them  in  this  epiftle.  Expreffions 
of  this  nature,  and  the  words  Light  and  Darknefs  in 
particular,  are  much  in  u(e  among  the  Sabians,  or  St. 
John's  Chriftians^;  but  whether  thefe  have  borrowed 
from  the  Perfians,  xhis  is  not  the  proper  place  to  examine. 
Nor  will  I  undertake  to  determine  the  channel  through 
which  they  have  flowed  inro  the  language  of  the  Jewt 
and  of  the  New  Teftament,  though  I  cannot  perfuade 
myfelf  that  they  were  introduced  by  means  of  the  ChaU 
deans. 

We  find  likewife  in  the  New  Teftament  feveral  Cnd* 
ftic  terms  of  fcience,  efpecially  in  the  firft  fourteen  verfes 
of  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Johuj  where,  in  refuting  the  errors  of 
the  Gnoftics',  it  was  neceflary  to  retain  their  own  ex* 
prefljons.  It  is  a  problem  that  remains  unfolved,whence 
the  Gnoftic  philofophy  has  derived  its  origin,  but  we  are 
certain  that  it  exifted  before  the  time  of  Chriftianky,dDd 
that  Europe  was  not  the  country  which  gave  it  birth. 
It  is  poffible  that  it  came  from  Egypt,  and  not  impofiible 
from  the  remoter  parts  of  the  Ealt,  lor  it  is  recorded,  that 
the  philofophers  of  India,  a  word  ufed  by  the  antients  ia 

a  very 

r  See  tbc  Or.  Bib.  Vol.  VII.  p.  121,  ISS'. 
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a  very  extenfive  fenfe,  believed  in  the  XoyoCf  which  they 
held  CO  be  the  fame  as  the  Incarnate.  It  had  probably  a 
mixture  of  Perfian  philofophy,  or  at  leaft  of  Perfian 
phrafeology ;  for  the  Manichaean  fyftem,  which  inani-^ 
feftly  arofe  in  Perfia,  though  in  later  ages,  has  a  certain 
affinity  with  the  Gnoftic,  and  the  two  feAs  agree  in  many 
inftances,  both  in  their  doQrines  and  expreffions. 

With  refpeB  to  the  fimilafity  between  certain  parts  of 
the  New  Teftament  and  the  Oriental  philofophy,  that 
which  has  hitherto  been  fuppoGtion^  is  confirnoed  as  a 
fad  by  Anquetil's  Epitome  of  the  Zoroaftrian  Religion^ 
and  tranflation  of  the  Zend-Avefta^;  which,  though  not 
the  fame  with  the  antient  book  of  oracles  in  ufe  among 
the  earlieft  Perfians,  at  leaft  agrees  with  it  in  its  tenets, 
and  the  terms  of  religion.  This  tranflation  and  epitome 
might  be  of  great  ufe  in  explaioing  many  paflages  in  the 
facred  writings,  in  which  we  find  the  fame  expreffions,  as 
in  the  Zend*A vefta.  The  term  *  Word/  for  inftance,  is 
there  ufed  in  the  fame  meaning,  as  by  St.  John  and  the 
Gnoftics,  for  the  name  of  a  perfon,  and  determines  the 
proper  tranflation  of  Xoyoc,  which  we  were  doubtful, 
whether  to  tranflate  verbum  dr  ratio,  the  Greek  word  ad* 
mitting  a  double  explanation,  whereas  the  Perfian  ad« 
mits  only  the  former.  This  fubjeA  will  be  difcufled 
more  fully  in  the  introdu£lion  to  St.  John's  Gofpel  % 
where  paflages  will  be  quoted  from  the  Zend-Avefta  t 
and  I  will  only  diention  here  the  rules  of  caution  which  1 
have  prefcribed  to  myfelf  in  this  enquiry,  without  pre*^ 
fuming  to  bias  the  judgment  of  otherS|  who  may  be  of 
a  difierent  opinion. 

I.  We  muft  not  confider  every  tenet  in  the  Zend« 
Avefta  as  Gnoftical.  It  is  true  the  Gnoftics  borrowed 
from  the  Zoroaftrian  philofophy  many  of  their  terms^ 
iuch  as  *  Word,'  for  inftance,  but  they  have  likewife 
many  of  their  own.  They  were  neither  Manichaeans, 
nor  the  difciples  of  Zoroafter,  but  they  were  related  to 
both.  They  even  differed  among  themfelves,  and  were 
not  unanimous  with  tefpeft  to  the  degree  of  fublimity 
which  fliould  be  afcribed  to  the  Word. 

L  a.  Wc 
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0,4  We  muft  not  attribute  to  St.  John  the  do&rines  of 
Zoroafter,  though  he  ufes  the  fame  terms^  in  order  to 
confute  the  Gnoftics,  and  argues  againft  the  tenets  which 
they  had  in  common  with  the  Perfian  fage^  whofe  phi- 
lofophy,  the  parent  of  the  Manichaean,  had  its  errors  as 
well  as  the  Gnoftic.  We  muft  therefore  carefully  ex- 
amine St.  John's  own  tenets,  to  know  whether  he  con- 
futes the  miftakes  of  others,  or  delivers  original  doc- 
trines. 

3.  We  are  acquainted  only  with  the  Perfian  philofophy 
through  the  tranflation  of  a  book,  that  is  not  only  later 
than  the  time  of  Zoroafter,  but  written  Ijnce  the  days  of 
Muhammed*.  If  we  were  able  to  read  the  Zend-Avefta 
in  the  original,  I  could  apply  it  with  greater  certainty 
than  I  can  at  prefent. 

Yet  after  all^  if  the  Perfian  terms  of  philofophy  may 
be  called  PerGfrns,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  there  are 
Pcrfifms  in  the  New  Teftament,  efpecially  in  the  Gof- 
pel  and  (irft  Epiftle  of  St.  John. 


SECT.      X. 

Latinifms. 


IT  has  been  difputed,  whether  Latinifms  *  are  to  be 
found  in  the  New  Teftament,  a  qufiftion  which  we 
may  fafely  anfwer  in  the  affirmative ;  but  they  are  fuch 
as  were  admitted  by  the  beft  writers  of  the  age,  it  being 
impofiible  that  the  dominion  of  the  Romans  fiiould  not 
have  fome  influence  on  the  Greek  language.  The  Greek, 
Teftament  has  in  this  refpe£l  therefore  nothing  peculiar 
to  itfelf,  nor  could  it  be  expeded,  as  the  authors  were 
(  nei- 

•  The  word  Shaitin  oceurs  in  ihe  Zcnd-Afcftaj  this  is  peculiar  to  tht 
Arabic^  for  in  ©thcr  oriental  languages  it  is  written  Satan,  or  Soton. 
The  ai-guments  advanced  by  profeflbr  Meiners  againft  the  high  antiquity 
of  the  book  translated  by  Anquetil,  under  the  name  of  Zend-Avefta,  arc  to^ 
well  known  to  need  a  repetition  '• 

«  See  the  Thefis  written  by  Drefig,  De  Latinifmit  Novi  Tefttmenti  \ 
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neither  from  Italy,  nor  that  part  of  Africa  where  Latin 
was  the  dialeQ:  of  the  country  :  it  has  nothing  which 
iheilriSeft  grammarian  can  cenfure,  unlefs  it  be  a  fault 
in  a  living  language  to  be  liable  to  change. 

No  one  canie  furprifed  that  Roman  names  and  titles 
fhould  be  retained  in  the  New  Teftament,  as  they  were 
originally  in  the  Latin,  fuch  as  xf^ropiftip,  Mark  xv.  39, 
44>  45*  x«A«>i«,  Afts  xvi.  12.  Aiy£w>%  Mark  v.  9.  15, 
Luke  viii.  30.  Maith.  xxvi.  53.  tB-fairwpioy,  Matth.  xxvii* 
27.  Mark  xv.  16.  John  xviii.  28.  33.  xix.  9.  AQs  xxiii* 
35.  Philipp.  i.  13.  Kf^Tupiwi/  might  indeed  have  been 
exprefTed  by  a  Greek  wordtxaTovrapp^oc,  on  which  occafion 
we  may  obferve,  that  St.  Mark  has  more  Latin  words 
than  the  other  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts :  but  in  other 
cafes  the  ufe  of  the  Latin  word  was  unavoidable^  as  in 
the  inftance  of  legio,  which  exprefTed  what  was  not  in 
ufe  among  the  Greeks,  and  for  which  therefore  they  had 
nam  would  be  as  faulty  then  to  fubftitute  a  term 
of  Grecian  origin  *,  as  to  render  the  word  in  a  modern 
language  by  regiment  inftead  of  legion,  fince  the  former 
expreffes  a  notion  entirely  diftinft  from  the  latter".  M«- 
xiKkQv^  1  Cor.  X.  25.  the  Roman  name  for  a  meat-market^ 
is  found  in  no  Greek  author';  but  if  we  recoiled  that 
Corinth  was  at  that  time  a  Roman  colony,  we  fhall  ceafe 
to  wonder,  that  a  public  place  in  the  city  was  named  in 
imitation  of  the  Latin  macellum,  and  that  St.  Paul,  in 
writing  to  the  Corinthians,  fhould  retain  the  ufe  of  a 
word,  which  in  that  city  had  acquired  the  nature  of  a 
proper  name. 

-It  is  ftilllefs  furprifing,  that  the  Latin  phrafeology  was 
retained  in  matters  of  law,  as'  in  all  the  provinces  it  was 
Roman,  and  Latin  was  the  ufual  language  in  the  courts 
ofjuflice.  Wefindx»r«iJ»a,Matth. xxvii.65566.xxviii.  ll* 
a  word  which  was  probably  ufed  in  the  original  Hebrew* 
for  it  is  retained  by  thcSyriac  tranflator^  though^  in  con-^ 

fequence 
..    ~  « 

^.Tbi«  MKird  was  probacy  uied  by  the.  demoniac  himfelf,  fiv  it  was 
adopted  in  the  Rabbinic  language.    See  Lightfoot's  Note  to  Mark  v.  9. 
♦  A  regiment  confifts  of  cavalry  alone,  or  infantry  alene,   whereat  a 

legion  included  both. 
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fequence  of  fome  erratum,  as  written  in  Syriac^  it  has 
been  miftaken  for  quaeftionarius^ :  titXa^,  John  xix.  19. 
p^oLyiKh^fraq^  Matth.  xxvii.  %6*  Mark  xv.  15.  which  St. 
Matthew  might  likcwife  have  ufed  in  the  original  He- 
brew, flagellum  being  written  in  Chaldee  V*l3*1fi>  derived 
from  the  Latin.     The  common  eipreflion  in  the  Roman 
Taw,  remittere  ad  alium  judicem,  is  literally  retained, 
Luke  xxiii.  15.    The  following  phrafes  are  likewife  taken 
from  the  Roman  law,  AaCovtic  to  ix«»ot,  A€ls  xvii.  9, 
xap iro;,  fru6lus  in  the  juridical  fenfe  of  intereft,  or  ufury, 
Rom.  XV.  28.  and  perhaps  utoayo^y  i  Cor.  iv.  5.  in  the 
juridical  fenfe  of  elogium.     Aoxi/AAd-ai,  Lukexiv.  19.  is 
ufed  precifely  in  the  fame  fenfe  as  probare,  in  the  law 
acceptation  of  the  word,  to  examine  an  article  of  mer- 
chandife,  and  pronounce  it  to  be  good  or  genuine.     Ci- 
cero (Lib.  III.  c.  51.  in  C.Verrem, "  ut  probetur  frumcn- 
tum")  has  ufed  it  in  this  fenfe,  on  which  pafls^e  the  re- 
mark of  Graevius  may  be  confulted.  Cap.  37.  74?  75?  76. 
it  is  introduced  more  frequently,  and  wljoever  wiQies  to 
fee  a  fuller  account  of  the  juridical  meaning  of  this  word, 
may  have  recQurfe  to  Briflbnius  be  verborum  quae  ad  jus 
civile  pertinent  fignificatione,  p.  1123.  under  the  article 
probareetiam  ed  adprobare.  XviUxouvtqv  T^«;^iiXoir,  Rom. 
xvi.  4.  literally  ^  they  pled^d  their  neck  or  Ufe,'  is  perhaps 
to  be  conftrued  in  the  (ame  manner  as  jugulum,  and 
other  fimilar  expreOlons,  in  the  oration  of  Cicero  pro 
Quintio,  in  which  cafe  it  would  fignify  ^  they  bound 
themfelves  in  a  bond  equivalent  to  their  fortunes'  ^^In 
the  following  ages,  the  law  Latin  was  introd^ed  more 
frequently  into  the  Greek,  of  which  the  Novcllae  dnd 
iTheophili  paraphrafis  Grsca  inffitutionum^  afford  num-' 
berlefs  examples ;  and  we  all  know  to  what  degree  the 
language  of  the  modern  courts  of  juftice  is  latinized  in 
countries  where  the  Roman  law  has  been  received.. 

And  if  other  words  ^  have  been  tranfmitted  from  the 
Latin  to  the  Greek,  it  is  no  wonder  that  the  language  of 
the  ruling  nation  fhould  have  inQuence  on  that  of  the 
provinces.     I  have  remarked  in  another  place'  that  the 

Greek 

*  In  my  Programma  oa  the  Septuagint,.p.  Sl^ 
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Greek  word  <rw«Jn(rK,  feems  to  have  been  formed  in  imi- 
tation of  the  Latin,  It  is  entirely  omitted  by  Julius  Pol-. 
}ux,  and  in  thofe  Lexicons  where  it  is  found,  thepaflages 
which  are  quoted  are  in  general  from  tHe  New  Tefta- 
ment.  The  Greeks  exprefled  commonly  the  notion  of 
confcience  by  to  cMviiioq  ^,  *^^7X®^>  '^^  (rvynSoro^  «^«y;^o^  % 
or  i^8(%  and  the  Seventy  have  ufed  irvHiin<ni  only  in  one 
fingle  example^  Ecclef.  x.  20.  but  in  a  different  figniHca- 
tion.  The  firft  inftance,  where  it  is  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of 
confcience^  is  in  an  apocryphal  book  of  later  date,  Wif- 
dom  xvii.  ii.  but  in  the  New  Teftaroent  it  is  repeatedly 
introduced.  It  is  not  unreafonabte  to  fuppofe,  that  it 
was  modelled  after  the  Latin  confcientia  %  and  the  fup* 
pofition  receives  a  high  degree  of  probability  from  the 
circumftance  of  its  being  ufed  by  feveral  pure  Greek 
writers,  who  lived  among  the  Romans;  which  is  an  ar- 
gument at  the  fame  time  for  the  goodnefs  of  the  Lati- 
nifm.  I  will  quote  the  paflages  at  full  length,  as  they 
are  noticed  neither  by  the  lexicographers,  nor  the  comL* 
nientators ;  who  have  attempted  to  explain  the  New  Tef*^ 
tament  from  the  Greek  authors.    Diodorus  Siculus,  Lib. 

IV.  cap*  65.  OuT«(  fAtv  HP  Vftp9y  )tar»  rac  rs  trarpoc  svroXaf 
avciXf  rny/MfilcfA,  xai^ia  mv  <ruHi^ti0'i»  rs/Aura;  CK/Aaviay  7f- 
f iif fi  ^  Jofephus  Antiquit.  xvi.  4.  2.  Kara  avmfnviv  a7o«- 
frmTt(»)f,    Phiio,  Tom.  II.  p.  659.  in  a  fragment,  tx^m 

lK»fwaoin(FM  T»  oj(k(a^  Mark  xv.  15.  is  a  Latinifm,  fa- 
tisfacere  populo.  It  is  no  argument  againft  its  Latin 
origin,  that  it  is  ufed  by  Polybius '%  who  lived  in  Rome, 
or  by  the  later  Greeks,  who  wrote  during  the  time  of  the 
Roman  empire  ;  and  the  paffage  oF  Appian  \  which  is 
quoted"  in  fupport  of  the  contrary  opinion  is  a  mani- 
fcft  Latinifm.  The  Latin  anfwer  which  the  Roman  fe- 
nate  had  given  to  the  Carthaginian  ambaffadors,  is  literally 

tranf- 

f  JakpL  Alttiq.  I.  Id.  1.  11.^.  1.    Philo,  Tom.  I.  p.  30.   196.  S91^' 
Tom.  II.  p.  iO.»A68|  460. 

»  FhiloyTom.^  J.  p.  196^  9S6.  Tom.  TI.  p.  195.! 
•  VK1q»  Jom.  JI.  p.  236  f.  *  Dc  Bello  Punico,  p.  69. 
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tranflated  on  account  of  its  feverity  and  doubtful  mean- 
ing, c»  rt  ixotvay  croifiercre  Poi^i^iCy  on  which  the  ambafla- 
dors  demanded  n  hh  to  ix^vom;  what  conditions  do  the 
Romans  und^rftand  by  fatis]^ 

Ao?  tpyottnav^  Luke  xii.  58.  may  be^literally  explained 
da  operam,  though  an  explanation  might  be  given  differ- 
ent from  that  of  the  commentators,  without  refer- 
ring to  a  Latinifm.  On  the  other  hand,  0-u  o4/e»,  Mattb* 
xxvii.  4*  though  it  is  unufual  Greek,  is  no  Latinifm,  but 
a  literal  tranflation  of  the  High  Prieft's  anfwer  to  Judas 
Jfcariot ". 


SECT.       .XL 

< 

Idhtj/ms^  bad  Greek  expreffions^  AUic  and  comfnon  Greeks 

poefieal  words. 

WHEN  living  languages  have  attained  a  certain 
degree  of  cultivation,  there  arifes  a  difference 
between  the  language  of  ordinary  converfation,  and  that 
ufed  in  the  works  of  authors,  which  we  may  exprefs  by 
the  terms  common  language,  and  literary  knguage^ 
There  is  a  third  kind,  which  holds  the  middle  r^nk  be- 
tween both,  that  which  is  ufed  in  letter-wriiing,  or  epif- 
tolary  language,  which  is  the  more  rational,  the  more  it 
appr6aches  to  the  former,  provided  all  expreflions  be 
avoided  that  are  obfcure  or  vulgar. 

Idiotifms  are  fuch  words  and  phrafes  as  are  ufual  in 
common  life,  but  not  admitted  into  writings  or  public 
fpeeches,  being  derived  from » JA«r«f,  taken  in  a  fenle  that 
implies  the  oppofite  to  a  public  fpeaken 

They  may  be  reduced  to  feveral  diftin£l  claffes.  Some 
of  them  are  not  oply  allowable,  but  indifpenfable,  as  it 
would  be  a  fault  to  reje£l  them  in  converfation  for  the 
more  ftudied  expreflions,  that  are  ufed  in  writing.  They 
are  frequently  more  conc.ife  and  enaphatica}  than  tboie 
Emitted  into  literary  language,  which  being  modelled 
under  the  rules  of  reftraint  has  lefs  compafs,  and  left  ex- 

prefllon, 
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preflion.  To  avoid  idiotifms  of  this  nature  in  epiftolary 
correfpondence  would  be  real  afFe6lation,  and  many  au- 
thors, by  a  proper  ufe  of  them  in  their  writings,  have 
merited  the  applaufe  of  the  public.  A  fecond  clafs  con- 
fifts  of  fuch  as  are  perhaps  admiflible,  but  which  an 
author  cannot  introduce,  without  expofing  himfelf  to  the 
remarks  of  the  critics,  or  the  cenfure  of  the  Academy. 
To  the  third  clafs  may  be  referred  fuch  as  appear  harlh 
to  a  delicate  ear,  and  are  ufed  only  by  perfons  without 
education ;  thefe  may  be  termed  idiotifms  from  iJiwrtij, 
taken  in  the  fenfe  of  unlearned,  and  are  fubje£l  to  a  higher, 
or  lower  degree  of  difapprobation,  in  proportion  to  the 
nicety  of  the  ear,  or  the  refinement  of  the  tafte.  The 
loweft  order  of  idiotifms  confifis  of  fuch,  as  are  ufed  only 
by  the  vulgar. 

Now  it  is  undeniable  that  the  New  Teftament  contains 
words  and  phrafes,  which  are  neither  foreign,  nor  Cili- 
cifms,  nor  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the  Greeks ; 
thefe  perhaps  may  be  referred  to  the  language  of  com- 
mon life.     The  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  in  general 
have  never  pretended  to  the  beauties  of  literary  larnguage; 
and  St.  Paul,  who  was  the  mod  able,  has  ufed  in  the 
epiftles  the  fame  expreflions,  as  be  would  have  ufed  in 
common  converfation.  E^H^ria,  1  Cor.  xi.  10.  appears  to 
be  the  name  of  a  woman's  head-drefs,  or  veil,  in  fafhion 
at  that  time  in  Corinth  ',  and  that  no  claflic  writer  has 
ufed  it  in  this  fenfe,  is  no  more  a  matter  of  furprife,  than 
that  many  of  the  modern  ornaments  of  female  drefs  are 
found  neither  in  any  author,  nor  even  in  a  di6iionary  of 
the  language.     And  St.  Paul  having  occafion  to  fpeak 
on  that  fubjeft,  would  have  been  blameable  in  avoiding 
the  ufe  of  a  term  which  cuftom  had  eftablifhed;  for  he 
wrote  not  with  the  accuracy  of  an  author  who  defigns  to 
publifh,  but  merely  with  a  view  of  being  intelligible  to 
thofe,  with  whom  he  immediately  correfponded. 

The  Greek  grammarians  have  laid  it  down  as  i^rule 
that  0i«f  fi,  without  tc,  fignifi^s^^  thou  wilt,'  and  oio;  n 
II  ^  thou  canft,'  though  this  diftindion  has  not  been  #- 
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wtysobrferved  by  the  Greek  authors*;  butdu;^' otop^  in 
tbe  fenfe  of  nequaquam>  fays  Phrynicus%  is  totally  inad* 
wiiflible)  becaufe  it  i^  bad  Greek,  and  has  besides  a  dif- 
agreeable  found.     Yet  I  would  ftill  iranQaie  the  paflage 

llofD.  ix.  6.     Ou;i^  «to»  #1,  on  <xiPf«-rMicc»  o  Xoy«c  9«»,  in  the 

following  manoer, '  but  by  no  means  (do  I  fpeak  thus), 
becaufe  the  word  of  God  hath  taken  none  effect  ^:*  for 
thought  according  to  the  opinion  of  Phryruciis,  the  ex- 
preffion  was  unclaflical,it  was  ftill  in  ufe,  and  that  chiefly^ 
a|^  he  bimfelf  confeffes,  in  his  awn  country,  that  is,either 
in  Afia  Minor  in  general,  of  which  St.  Paul  was  a  native, 
or  in  Bithynia  in  particular,  a  province  which  had  been 
likewifc  vifited  by  the  Apoftle» 

An  inaccurate  ufe  of  panicles  is  a  fault  to  which  we 
are  moft  fubjeft  in  writing  a  foreign  language^  which  we 
have  not  learat  by  the  rules  of  grammar.  Of  all  the 
writera  of  tbe  New  Teftament  St.  Mark  has  written  tbe 
worft  Greek>  and  it  is  therefore  not  incredible  that  he 
a&ually  wrote  w«k  for  aad^f,  Ch.  ix.  la.  and  that  xoAmt, 
which  is  in  many  of  the  manufcripts,  is  the  corredion  ' 
of  a  tranfcriber  vhp  qnderftood  tbe  difference  of  the  tw6 
particles  ^ 

The  cenfure  of  the  grammarians  has  been  frequently 
UQJuft>  who  have  not  ieldom  condemned,  on  ecymolo. 
gical  principles  (the  moft  common,  yet  the  moft  uncer. 
tain  criterion  in  determining  the  legitimacy  of  a  word) 
expfeffioM)  which  have  been  fince  difcovered  in  the  beft 
authors.  Critics,  who  have  ftudied  to  explain  the  New 
Tedtaipent  by  paflages  from  the  claffics^  have  made  thefe 

remarks 

<  Sse  the  cximpks  which  WetAciki  in  bU  note  to  Rom.  ix.  6.  has  quottfcl 
from  Aiiftodey  and  Jofqphi  Andquit.  1. 12. }.  whefe  fftti^ity  ow^  ri  «f  fignifies 
'  he  wiihed  to  fcdnce  her.* 

'  p.  169.  of  Pauw's  edition.  Ovx  «*•'  o(n{[of««ii»  luCJ^ov  ,i^flir^« 
MoXir*  mfAafranrm  ^  iv  <ni  v/Ai^avi),  b^  «iov  x«i  /ah  oiov  ^lyorriirv}  oiri^  v 

iinrtf  Koii  fAn  hurt* 
^  See  Pakuftt^s  note  to  this  paHage  *  • 

f  "See  Kypke*f  note  to  this  paflage  *, 
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if 
remarks  of  the  ancient  grammarians  a  particular  fuhjcA 

ofatteution;  and  Wetftein,  vrho  is  by  far  the  moft  va* 
luable  writer  on  this  fubjcfl^  has  the  (inguiar  merit  of 
having  quoted  literally  their  cenfures,  and  of  fubjoining, 
as  often  as  he  was  able,  authorides  from  the  beft  authoris 
in  fupport  of  the  words  in  queftiom  The  beautiful  edi* 
lion  of  Thomas  Magifter,  cum  Notts  variorum,  publiflied 
by  Bernard,  atLeyden,  1757,  may  belikewifeconfulted 
with  advantage^  as  many  of  the  words  of  the  New  Tefta* 
ment,  which  Thomas  Magifter  had  condemned  with  im- 
moderate fevericy,  are  there  defended  by  quotations 
from  claffic  writers. 

The  above-mentioned  obfervations  on  the  idiodfms 
mud  not  be  confounded  with  the  remarks  of  gramma- 
rians  on  the  diflference  between  Atticifms,  and  fimple 
Grecifms,  as  Moeris  for  inftance  lays,  K«riiro<,  ArfixMr, 
Ayfie^odof,  £xx9Hxc»(.  In  thefe  cafes  like  wife  Wetftein  has 
ufed  in  his  notes  the  fame  accuracy,  as  in  the  former. 
Now  it  is  felf-evident  that  the  authors  of  the  Greek  Tef- 
tament. never  pretended  to  write  Attic  Greek,  but  were 
fatisfied  with  the  language  of  Greece  in  general.  Yet 
examples  may  be  produced,  where  the  commentators 
have  met  with  difficulty  in  explaining  a  paflage  that  is  a 
real  Atticifm.  St.  Paul  has  ufeda»  ^i«(t))c«i,  Rom.  ix.  ^^ 
in  the  plural,  for  which  various  reafons  have  been  af- 
iigned  by  the  critics ;  but,  in  fa£t,  the  Apoftle  in  this 
inftance  has  ufed  the  beft  polfible,  or  Attic  expreffion. 
AkoAwat  yfxf&y  TIC  Xiyiroif  eu  ^ia^hv,  fays  Thomas  Ma^ 
gifterS  who  was  perhaps  on  the  other  hand  too  fevere  in 
excluding  totally  the  fingular. 

With  regard  to  the  idiotifms,  or  words  and  expref- 
fions  of  common  life,  we  are  not  reduced,  as  might  be 
fuppofed)  to  the  oeceffity  of  mere  conjecture,  but  have 
various  fources  of  critical  aflidance  in  determining  their 
meaning.  The  obfcurity  therefore,  which  they  occafion, 
is  not  fo  great  as  many  have  pretended,  though  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  writings,  into  which  they  are  admitted, 
are  moie  difficult  to  be  underftood  than  claflic  authors^ 
We  may  difcover  their  fignificaiion  in  certain  cafes  from 

the 
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thie  ufage  even  of  good  writers,  who  have  fometimes  been 
guilty  of  an  overfight,  and  ufed  them  inftead  of  cladicai 
cxpreffions.     But  the  greateft  help  is  to  be  derived  from 
the  remains  of  Greek  authors  of  inferior  rank,  the  merits 
of  whofe  language  admit  of  various  degrees  of  eftimation 
from  the  moderate  down  to  the  very  worft  ftyle  in  writ- 
ing, to  which  latter  clafs  may  be  referred  feveral  frag- 
ments written  in  Jexvifli  Greek,  which  are  either  apocry- 
phal, or  falfely  afcribed  to  the  apoftolic  Fathers.    Many 
expreflions,  which  an  accurate  profe  writer  would  avoid, 
are  allowable  in  poetry;  and  the  writer  of  comedies  in 
particular  is  frequently  obliged  to  introduce  words  that 
are  never  heard  but  in  common  life,  as  it  would  be  ab- 
furd  CO  pul  refined  language  into  the  mouths  of  the  illi- 
terate.     The  infcriptions  likewife,  which  have  been  dif* 
covered  to  a  very  confiderable  amount  in  almoft  all  the 
countries  where  Greek  was  fpoken,  have  ferved  to  ex- 
X  plain  many  idiotifms  and  provincialifms,  which  would 
otherwife  have  been  unknown,  being  frequently  written 
by  perfons  who  were  not  mafters  of  the  Greek,  in  the 
fame  manner  as  the  epitaphs  in   our  country  church- 
yards are  generally  com po fed  by  the  illiterate  in  the  ufual 
dialed  of  the  neighbourhood.     The  remark  niade  by 
Kypke^  on  d'/>cf*f*«Ta,  John  iv.  12.  and  fince  confirmed 
by  Gefner  '  affords  a  ftriking  example.     But  a  ftill  more 
importantexample  is  tfiat  of  jdfto-i^ixo;,  John  iv.  46,  a  word 
that  has  occafioned  no  inconfiderable  difputes,  and  is  like« 
wife  explained  by  Gefner  from  a  Greek  infcription,  in 
which  is  recorded  of  a  Lefbian  Prytanis,  rw  tvuuvfAoif  ctwQ 
fiotiTiXitav  tjpvT»vfnotv  ix,  ytyag  tiaitj^afAiyo^^  and  immedfately 
after,  that  the  fenate  and  people  ranked  him  under  the 

^  balifici 

C  In  a  diiTertation  read  before  the  Academy  of  Sciences  at  Gottingen, 
Not.  10,  1759,  and  printed  in  the  fifth  Yolume  of  the  Commentationes 
Scientiarum  Goettingenfis  anttquiores.  Ht  produces,  p*  89— 33»^a  Greek 
infcripticm  preferred  by  PoGacke^of  a  fepolchre  that  had  belonged  to  Ulj^itt! 
Julius  Trophimus,  of  Smyrna,  who  is  entitled  ^VfAVo^iag^Wy  ^«^fV'r1K' 
and  v^vrobvK,  and  who  had  purchafed  it,  AYTO  KAI  TH  FYNAIKI 
MOT  TTKH  KAI  TEKNOir  KAI  ErrONOlS  KAI  GPEMMAXl  MOT 
KAI  AnEAEYeEPOH:.  Mihi,  ct  uxori  ratm  Tych«,  ct  Hberis,  et  pofteris^ 
et  aiunmis  meis,  ct  libertis  ^ 
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bdlifici  of  AGaj  jSaraixoK  Ao-iac  avfXoyno'w''.  Laftly,  the 
ancient  Greek  grammarians  themfelves,  have  not  only 
informed  us  that  many  words,  to  which  they  applied  the 

epithets  of  aioxifAO^^   ATroCAtiToy,  x^Sinhoy^  xfCJ'uXoy  fo-p^arM;, 

were  (till  in  ufe,  but  have  likewife  explained  their  mean- 
ing; which  explanations  have  thrown  the  greateft  light 
on  many  obfcure  paffages  of  the  New  Teftament. 

Idiotifms^  taken  in  the  fenfeof  Vulgarifms,  cannot  with 
any  colour  of  juftice  be  afcribed  to  the  New  Teftament. 
With  refped  to  St.  Luke  and  St.  Paul,  no  one  could 
fufpeft  the  former ;  and  the  frequent  intercourfe  of  the 
latter  with  perfons  of  the  higheft  rank  gives  little  ground 
to  fuppofe  that  he  fpake  the  language  of  the  populace. 
With  regard  to  St.  John,  his  ftyle  is  of  a  nature  that 
precludes  all  vulgarity.  Yet  Heumann,  in  his  notes  ^ 
on  the  New  Teftament,  which  were  formerly  confidered 
as  profoundly  learned,  has  laid  down  the  following  prin- 
ciple as  the  bafis  of  his  criticifms  :  ^  that  the  New  Tefta- 
ment is  written  in  the  very  worft  Greek,  and  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  vulgar;  that  many  words  and  phrafes  have 
been  ufed  in  fepfes  unknown  to  the  ciaiScs,  and  given 
them  only  by  the  populace ;  and,  laftly,  that  their  mean- 
ing is  not  to  be  difcovered  by  the  help  of  the  Greek 
writers,  but  merely  from  conje6lure,  or  the  general  con- 
nexion.' But  as  the  charge  of  vulgarity  has  never  been 
proved,  and  the  idiotifms,  which  are  not  fo  numerous  ^ 
as  he  pretended,  may  be  explained  by  other  means  than 
mere  conje&ure,  the  whole  edifice  which  he  has  erefied 
on  this  bads  falls  of  itfelf  to  the  ground. 

Count  Zinzendorf  has  pretended  to  difcover,  in  the 
fermons  of  Chrift,  certain  idiotifms,  in  ufe  only  among 
the  common  workmen  of  Nazareth,  that  is,  vulgar  Sy-< 
riac  expreflions,  tranflated  literally  into  Greek;  and  this 

he 

^See  the  fame  Tolunie>  of  the  Commentationes  antiquiores,  p.  51.  57. 
58.  This  infcriptlon  may  ferve  to  explwin  fft^sifunoiy  John  iv.  46.  on 
the  fuppofition  that  it  is  an  appellative^  but  it  iefims  to  me  to  be  a  proper 
name*. 

*  See  particularly  his  Notes  on  Mark  iv.  36.  vi.  15.  xiL  4.  29.  xir.  d* 

^  This  ha«  b«ea  Qlearly  iliewn  by  Kypke,  in  his  Qbrenratioacs  facrse. 
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be  has  attempted  to  Ihew  in  paflages^  where  feverail  com- 
mentators have  difcovered  myfteries  ^     Now  I  will  not 
condemn  the  Count  as  an  heretic,  whatever  was  the 
caufe  that  gave  birth  to  this  opinion;  whether  he  in- 
tended to  exchange  the  old  Tyfiem  of  biblical  criticiTm 
for  a  new  one  of  his  own,  or  whether  he  was  led  into  the 
error  by  the  fancy  of  his  genius,  and  the  want  of  inftruc- 
tion  in  theology,  to  which  he  was  directed  by  natural  in- 
clination.    He  confounded  the  cuftoms  of  the  Jews  with 
the  cuftoms  of  the  moderns;  and  concluded^  that  the 
fon  of  a  carpenter  could  fpeak  no  other  language  than 
that  of  the  illiterate  :  but  among  the  Jews,  a  man  might 
belong  to  the  clafs  of  the  learned,  though  he  exercifed 
die  trade  of  a  mechanic.     Even  the  enemies  of  Chrifl: 
refufed  him  not  a  title,  that  was  due  only  to  men  of 
learning;  which  is  the  lefs  furprifing,  as  we  find  in  the 
fermon  on  the  mount,  and  many  other  of  his  fpeeches, 
thecharafteriftic  ftyleof  the  Jewifh  dodors,  difcoverable 
in  the^Talmud,  which  confifts  in  fhort  and  detached  fen- 
tences,  and  in  leaving  in  a  chain  of  argument  the  inter- 
mediate links  to  be  fupplied  by  the  hearers.     Rabbinifms 
therefore,  not  vutgarifms,  muft  be  fought  in  thefermons 
of  Chrift;  for  the  Jews  themfelves,  aftonifhed  at  a  Ian* 
guage>  which  they  expQdted  not  from  an  education  in 
Nazareth,  applied  to  it  an  epithet*,  which  h  due  only  to 
the  graces  of  a  poliifaed  ftyle.     1 1  is  true,  that  an  inftaiice 
may  be  alledg^  of  a  Galilean  term  of  reproach,  viz. 
Nazarene,  not  fpoken  by  Chrifl:,  but  by  his  enemies  \ 
Expreffions  of  contempt,  taken  from  the  general  cha- ' 
raster  ^  of  a  city,  are  frequent  among  men  of  the  lowed 
order,  and  the  word  Nazarene  is  ufed  in  that  country  to 
this  very  day  in  the  fenfe  of  *  deceiver  '.' 

An  objedion  has  been  made  tafeveral  words  in  the 
New  Teftament,  that  they  are  fuch  as  are  ufed  chiefly 

by 

•'.  9ee.Beimer*s  Lcma  Zlnaeadorfianaf  c  iii.  ^  10. 

•"  Abyot  x'ptTf  f9  Luke  iv.  82. 

*  Mark  xiv.  67«  according  to  the  reading  of  the  Syriac  verfion^  x«i  cv  ' 

f  See  John  i.  47.  P  See  the  Arient.  Bibi ».  Vol.  X.  p.  47. . 
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by  poets^;  ^circumftance  not  to  be  expelled,  as  is  faid, 
from  perfons  who  were  without  education,  and  not  per- 
fect mafters  of  the  Greek.  But  the  obje8ion  is  really  of 
no  weight,  as  every  man^  who  has  learned  a  foreign  lan- 
guage^  is  liable  to  ufe  in  profe,  expreflions  which  are  the 
province  of  poetry ;  and  this  might  eafily  have  happened 
to  St.  John,  who  feems  to  have  ftudied  variety.  Though 
poetical,  they  might  have  been  ufed  in  common  life,  if 
not  in  the  language  of  literary  profe ;  but  this  is  a  dif* 
tin8ton,  whfch  is  made  only  by  thofe  who  have  learned 
a  language  from  their  childhood. 


SECT.      XIL 

^  Solea/msj  or  grammatical  errors. 

SOLECISMS,  or  grammatical  errors,  have  been 
imputed  to  the  New  Teftamcnt,  even  in  cafes 
where  the  conftru6tion  is  Attic.;  a  charge,  which  can  be 
afcribed  to  no  other  caufe  than  ignorance  of  the  Greek 
language.  Inftead  of  the  genitive  abfoiiice,  the  Attic 
dia}e6t  admitted  frequently  the  nominative ',  and  yet  this 
very  conftruction  has  been  cenfured  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  as  a  fault  againft  the  rules  of  grammar ;  a  circum- 
ftance  the  more  furprifing,  as  it  is  very  frequently  ufed 
in  the  Septuagint*,  viz.  Gen.  xv.  i.  xvi.  5.  xxii.  fto. 
xxxviii..  13.  24.  xlv.  16.  xlviii.  2.  20.  Exod.  v.  14. 
xviii.  3,  4.  Levitt  viii.  31.  Jof.  x.  17.  1  Sam.  xv.  ii. 
xix.  19.  2  Sam.  vi.  la.  A  paffage  in  the  epiftle  to  the 
Romans,  which  has  occafioned  much  difficulty  and  dif« 

putCy   PcCfxxff  fg  lyof  xoiTDv  ix^Ta  liractK  rv   warfof  nf^m^, 

Rom.  ix.  10.  may  be  explained  as  an  Atticifm  %  ftQt^Kx 
iX^va  being  ufed  forPiCexka;  ^x*^'*^*  Another  paflfage, 
Mark  xv.  36.  which  has  hitherto  appeared  contradidory 
to  the  parallel  text  in  St.  Matthew,  may  be  explained 

on 

<  For  inftance,  John  vii.  34.  i»ft«,  co  «\ 
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on  this  principle,  fo  as  to  remove  all  contradiQibn '.  Ac- 
cording to  St.  Matthew,  at  the  time  that  Chrift  was  ex- 
piring on  the  crofs,  one  of  the  fpeSators  brought  him 
vinegar  to  drink,  apparently  with  the  heft  intention,  but 
was  defired  by  the  others  in  a  tone  of  malice  and  ridi- 
cule, to  wait  and  fee  whether  Eliaa  would  come :  but 
according  to  St.  Mark^  the  fame  perfon  who  brought 
the  vinegar,  ipade  like  wife  the  cruel  requeft,  that  it 
might  not  be  adminiftered.  Now  if  Aiywv  be  admitted 
as  a  nominative  abfolute,  it  has  the  fame  meaning  as 
;iyovToff  T»>o?,  by  which  all  contradiflion  is  removed*. 

The  charge  of  folecifms  gave  rife  to  an  excellent  trea- 
tife  by  Schwartz,  entitled  Solcecifmi  difcipulorum  Jefu 
antiquati,  in  which  he  firft  treats  of  the  nature  of  fole- 
cifms in  general,  and  then  examines  the  feveral  paflages 
of  the  New  Teftament,  which  had  been  condemned  as 
fuch  by  the  critics.     The  frequent  ufe  of  this  book  itfelf, 
and  ftill  more  the  many  extrafts,  which  have  been  made 
from  it  by  Wolf,  have  contributed  to  explode  a  notion 
that  was  formerly  fafhionable.     Yet  certain  inftances 
remain,  where  a  perfeft  vindication  would  be  difficult, 
efpecially  in  the  book  of  Revelation,  in  which  the  nomi- 
native is  ibmetimes  ufed  in  a  manner  that  is  contrary  to 
the  praflicc  of  the  Greek  writers  *.     The  examples  have 
been  collefted  by  Bengel,  in  his  Apparatus  Criticus, 
p.  488.  2d  edit,  and  as  they  cannot  be  explained  as  nomi- 
natives abfolute,  we  confider  them  in  the  light  of  Jewifli 
folecifms,  which  I  (hall  examfte  more  at  large  in  treat- 
ing of  this  book  in  particular.     Schwartz  has  altered  the 
ftops,  in  the  fifth  verfe  of  the  firft  chapter,  in  order  to 
vindicate  this  paflage,  but  he  was  able  to  apply  no  re- 
medy to  the  remaining;  and  whatever  latitude  we  allow 
to  the  ufe  of  the  various  le£lions,  it  is  inconceivable  that 

a  coh- 

r  Several  tranfcribcrs  have  attempted  to  remove  the  contradi£lioii,  by 
an  alteration  of  the  text.  The  Codex  Colbertmna  4705,  inftead  of  Aiy^n, 
has  o»  ^f  Aoivoi  EXfyqvi  which  is  the  manifeft  corre&ion  f  an4  Wet^ein^s 
Cod.  13.  and  69.  have  xai  ^ga/Ae»Tfff  lytyL^vaf  ^ir«yyoi»  o|tfff,  %»%  vt^tStmi 
xaTiaym  f^ornrtcf  ai/T*r  ^lyorTf f  i  hut  this  again  IS  an  evident,  though  an 
ingenious  corre^ion. 
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a  conftru£lion,  which  is  not  ufed  in  the  other  books  of 
the  New  Teftament,  fliould  occur  fo  frequently  in  the 
Revelation,  unlefs  it  were  written  by  the  author  himfell^ 
Nor  will  I  deny  that  in  other  parts  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  example^  may  be  found,  that  are  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  grammar,  though  their  number  is  very  incon- 
fiderable.  Uot  ^t  fuo-iaorS-i,  i  Cor.  iv.  6.  is  hardly  to  be 
defended  on  grammatical  principles.  Erafmus,  Beza, 
and  Grottus,  with  Pearce,  who  has  followed  their  ex- 
ample, have  propofed  to  read  ^utnoto-d-s;  but  thisxor- 
re£iion  is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  not  one  Angle 
manufcript«  In  all  probability,  therefore,  it  was  written 
originally  as  it  ftands  at  prefent ;  it  mud  be  regarded  as 
a  deviation  from  grammatical  precifion,  the  propofed 
amendment  having  Ief$  the  appearance  of  critical  con- 
jefture,  than  of  the  correftion  of  a  mafter.  Wetftein  has 
indeed  qtioted  iy«  fra<9  Rev.  xxii.  14.  in  fupport  of  this 
paflage,  but  this  is  only  to  defend  one  fault  by  the  au- 
thority of  another. 


SECT.      XIII. 

* 

Inference  io  be  deduced  from  theft  premifes^  refpeding  the 
knowledge  neceffary  for  the  underfianding  of  the  New 

Tejlament. 

f 

FROM  the  foregoing  defcripiion  of  the  language  of 
the  New  Teftament,  we  may  form  an  eftimate  of 
the  requifites  which  are  neceffary  for  every  man,  who 
would  underftand  it  fundamentally  and  critically,  and, 
inftcad  of  relying  on  the  opinion  of  others,  would  exa- 
mine and  decide  for  himfelf. 

In  the  firft  place,  it  is  neceffary  to  have  an  intimate 
acquaintance  with  the  Greek  claffics,  as  numberlefs 
words  and  phrafes  occur  in  the  New  Teftament,  which 
can  be  explained  by  their  means  alone.  The  common 
meaning  of  virw  in  the  New  Teftament  is  Faith ;  and 
whoever  has  learnt  Greek  from  the  New  Teftament,  ap- 
plies 
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plies  that  fenfe  on  all  occafions,  even  to  paflages  where 
it  is  inadmiflible.  In  the  two  following  paiTages,  Ads 
xvi.  31.  vifiv  v»p»a^«»  vAo-iy^  and  Rom.  xii.  6.  vpo- 
f 9}Tii«v  xaT«  T9ii»  a»aApyiftv  viriMC^  ^  Faith'  would  be  a 
very  improper  tranflation ;  and  ^vtxy  nian,  acquainted 
with  the  different  fenfes  of  w»rK  among  the  Greek 
writers  would  explain  it  in  the  firft  inftance  by  *  proof/ 
or  *  ground  of  belief,'  and  in  the  fecond  by  'res  con- 
credita,'  as  St.  Paul  meant  probably,  that  every  roan 
Ihould  ufe  the  gift  of  prophecy,  not  according  to  the 
meafureof  his  faith,  but  in  proportion  to  the  talent  with 
which  he  was  intruftedy  or  the  abilities  with  which  he  was 
endowed  V 

The- excellent  indexes  annexed  to  manv  editions  of 
the  Greek  authors,  fuch  as  are  found  in  Wefleling's  He- 
rodotus, and  Diodorus  Siculus,  and  Ducker's  Thucy- 
dides,  may  aiford  a  claflical  fcholar  eflential  fervice,  even 
in  cafes  where  the  learned  compilers  themfelves  derived 
no  critical  afliftance.  The  bed  memory,  united  with 
the  mod  frequent  reading,  is  not  always  fufficient  to  re« 
call  the  paflages  which  are  ufeful  to  be  known ;  but  by 
means  of  an  index,  we  are  enabled  to  refer  at  once  to  a 
clafiic  writer,  in  order  to  collate  and  explain  a  text  of 
the  New  Teftament.  The  Lexicographers  likewife,  who 
were  native  Greeks^  and  efpecially  Suidas,  have  been  by 
no  means  exhaufted  by  the  commentators  \  a  diligent 
ufe  of  them  might  be  attended  with  great  advantagt; 
and  even  in  thofe  inftances,  where  a  word  is  not  con-* 
tained  in  them,  we  may  derive  this  ufeful  inference,  thai 
it  is  either  a  providcialifm,  or  peculiar  to  the  Greek 
Teftament. 

The  ineftimable  treafure,  which  lies  hidden  in  the  an« 
tient  infcriptions,  might  be  pf  lingular  fervice^  particu* 
larly  in  explaining  the  pro vincialifms  and  idiotifms.  They 
have  hitherto  been  feldom  or  never  applied  to  this  pur- 
pofci  apd,  as  the  books  in  which  they  ^re  contained  are 
frequently  too  expenfive  to  be  purchafed  by  the  learned, 
it  is  to  be  wiflied  that  fome  one,  who  has  leifure  and 
abilities,  would  con^pofe  a  Lexicon  containing  the  word» 

ufed 
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ufed  in  the  Greek  infcriptions,  not  only  in  fuch  as  have 
been  colle3ed  in  feparate  volumes,  but  in  thofe  which 
are  found  fingly  in  the  defcriptions  of  travellers.  A 
work  of  this  nature  would  be  an  invaluable  guide  to  a 
commentator  in  his  critical  reafearches. 

But  the  book  mofl  neceffary  to  be  read  and  under- 
ftood  by  every  man,  who  ftudies  the  New  Teftament,  is 
without  doubt  the  Septuagint,  which  alone  has  been  of 
more  fervice,  than  all  the  paflages  from  the  profane  au- 
thors colledted  together.  It  (hould  be  readjn  the  public 
fchools  by  thofe,  who  are  deftined  for  the  church,  fhould 
form  the  fubjedt  of  a  courfe  of  le3ures  at  the  univerfity, 
and  be  the  conftant  companion  of  an  expofitor  of  the 
New  Teftament.  Not  to  repeat  what  1  have  writteq  on 
a  former  occafion,  I  refer  my  readers  to  my  Programma 
on  this  fubjecl,  publifhed  in  1767,  where  examples  are* 
given '  of  the  manner  of  explaining  the  New  Teftament' 
from  the  Septuagint  \     Octfn^w,  ^  to  teach,'  and  ^<ari(r(i,Q^y 

*  inftrufkion,'  are  inftances  of  importance  in  dogmatical 
theology;  and  if  the  writers  on  this  branch  of  divinity 
had  confulted  ihe'verfion  of  the  Seventy  %  they  would 
have  avoided  the  miftake  of  feeking  a  myftical,  where 
only  a  plain  meaning  was  intended;  nor  would  they  have 
difputed  about  the  fupernatural  influence  of  divine  grace 
on  thofe  who  have  not  attained  the  ftate  of  regeneration. 
Another  inftance,  Heb.  xL  5.  fv^^Ernxivai  d-fu,  which 
£gni(]es  not  *  to  pleafe  God,'  but  *  to  ferve  God,  I  have 
treated  more  fully  in  my  notes  on  this  epiftle,  where  the 
meaning  of  this  phrafe  is  particularly  explained ^  The 
attempts  of  the  moft  learned  critics  to  difcover  the  (cifTe 
of  affra&i,  X  Pet.  ii.  9.  by  means  of  paflages  from  profane 
writers  have  been  unfuccefsful ;  but  if  they  had  referrecji 
to  the  text  in  the  Septuagint,  Ifaiah  xliii.  21.  whence 
St.  Peter  has  borrowed  the  expreffion,  they  would  have 
found  that  ajsra*  was  nothing  more  than  m*7nn  the 

*  glory,'  not  the  '  virtues  of  God^' 

The  concordance  of  Trommius,  a  book  which  is.  in- 
difpenfable  to  an  expounder  of  the  New  Teftament,:  rea- 
ders 

^  p.  IS— J7.       «  Set  my  Eflay  on  Dogmatical  Thfology  ^,  p.  $19. 
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ders  this  application  of  the  Scptuagint  extremely  eafy ; 
and  I  wi(h  as  earneftly  that  it  were  in  the  hands  of  every 
theologian,  as  that  Pafor,  and  other  works  of  that  na« 
ture,  were  baniihed  from  the  fchools^  By  the  help  of  lhi» 
concordance,  we  may  difcover  at  one  view  not  only  the 
fenfe  and  conftru6tion  of  a  word  in  difpuce,  bat  likewife 
the  Hebrew  exprefTion  of  which  it  is  a  tranflation,  and 
thus  eafily  determine  whether  a  phrafe  be  a  Hebraifm  or 
not*  It  is  true,  that  in  fome  refpeds  the  work  is  incom-^ 
plete :  the  Scptuagint  verfion  of  Daniel  is  totally  want- 
ing, it  being  at  that  tinie  unknown^ ;  and  feveral  words 
of  the  remaining  books  are  omitted,  but  thefe  omiffions 
are  not  To  numerous  as  might  be  expeded  in  a  colleftion 
of  f||^  many  thoufand  words'.  This  I  can  declare  with 
the  more  certainty,  as  I  am  in  poffeflTion  of  a  copy  that 
formerly  was  ufed  by  my  father,  who  has  fupplied  what 
he  found  in  the  courfe  of  his  reading  to  be  deficient, 
which  I  have  continued  fince  the  time  of  his  deaths 
Biel's  Lexicon^  on  the  Septuagint  is  likewife  a  valuable 
book,  and  if  properly  improved  might  be  of  great  uti- 
lity ;  but  from  the  nature  of  the  work  itfelf,  it  cannot  be 
fo  convenient  for  making  an  immediate  reference  as  the 
concordance  of  Trommius* 

;The  remarks  which  have  been  made  on  the  ufe  of  the 
Septuagint,  are  equally  applicable  to  the  books  of  the 
Apocrypha  %  from  which  a  greater  benefit  may  beex-^ 
pe£led,  in  proportion  as  they  have  been  lefs  applied  to 
this  purpofe.  In  a  coinmentary  on  the  firft  book  of  the 
Maccabees,  which  I  intend  fhortly  to  pubiifh,  mktiy  tx* 
amples  will  be  given  of  this  nature  *^  I  will  therefore 
confine  my fel fat  prefent  to  a  fingle  infiance.  It  i^  of 
fome  confequence  to  determine  precifely  the  meaning  of 
<£  w  iiarnfiiyTii  laurnf  c«  v^A^ftc,  A3s  XV.  29.  becaufe  it 
has  been  a  matter  of  difpute,  whether  the  command  to 
abftain  from  eating  blood  was  to  be  extended  to  aH 
Chriftians;  the  dodrine  has  been  maintained  in  th6 
affirmative  by  whole  churches,  fupported  by  many  of 
the  learaed,  and  not  feldom  occafioned  a  fecret  doubt 

and 

«  fee  my  BrogramMi  on  tlie  8e]rts^ki«v>  p.  49-«-5f . 
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and  anxiety.  -Now,  the  proper  meaning  of  iv  v; A^iri 
may  be  difcovered  from  the  ufe  of  ^%\^i  v«i(tv,  and  p^d-w; 
'«roiei»,  in  the  firft  book  of  Maccabees,  where  they  imply 
nothing  more  than  a  polite  manner  of  making  a  requeft, 

ch.  xii.  1 8.  xAi  vvv  x«Xwc  fETotiiTfri  0L\tr\^mt9OL¥Xi^  f>t<**>i   i*  e, 

*  we  beg  the  favour  of  an  anfwer.*     In  the  fame  manner, 

V.  22.  x»t  »ttv  0^*  8  cyyvxasitAfv  raurdc,  xaXok  vomo'frf  y^a^ 
^Dirrf(  4^<y  "csf (  Tuc  ci^nvnC  u/MMv,  op<^(d^  STOifiTf^c  avoTfiAaf  p9l 

mvifa^^  To  apply  then  the  ufe  of  an  epiftolary  exprelfion 
in  the  book  of  Maccabees  to  a  fimilar  one  in  the  A6t$ 
of  the  Apoftles,  the  epiftle  which  wa^  written  by  the 
Apoftles  and  Elders  of  Jerufalem  contained  no  com^ 
mand,  but  fimply  a  re<jiieft "  to  abftain  from  certain 
matters  which  might  be  ofFenfive  to  the  Jews'^. 

But  the  ufe  of  tbefe  critical  refources  maft  not  be  car* 
ried  to  the  extreme,  nor  niuft  the  fenfe,  which  a  word 
has  received  in  the  Septuagint  and  Apocrypha,  be  pre- 
ferred in  all  cafes  to  that,  which  is  given  it  by  the  Greek 
a'Uihors.  An  error  of  this  nature  has  been  committed, 
Rom,  iii.  25.  where  iAariip«o»  has  been  taken  in  the  fame 
feafc  of '  mercy  feat,'  or  covering  of  the  ark  of  the  co- 
venant.    Kypke  **  ha^  properly  preferred  the  tranflatioo 

*  propitiatory  facrifice.' 

A  knowledge  of  the  Hebrew  and  the  Syriac,  (under 
which  laiter  language  I  include  the  Chaidee)  on  aca)unt 
of  tlie  Hebraifms,  and  dill  more  on  account  of  the  Sy- 
riafms,  which  are  not  to  be  learned  from  the  Septuagint^ 
is  abfoiutely  indifpenfable.  An  acquaintance  with  |he 
Arabie,  though  ufeful  in  many  paffages,  I  will  not  enu- 
merate in  the  lift  of  requilites ;  but  the  Talmudical.and 
Rabbinical  dialeftis  much  more  neceflary  for  the  under- 
ftanding  of  the  New  Teftament,  than  of  the  Old.  Whole 
books  of  the  Old  Teftament  may  be  explained  without 
once  referring  to  a  Talmudi^al  exprelfion ;  and  the  Uir^ 
guage  of  the  Rabbins  is  too  modern  to  be  appltad  to 
what  was  written  before  the  fiabylonifli  captivity,  or 
even  fo  late  as  the  age  of  Malacbi :  but  they  muft  both 
be  very  frequently  applied  in  expounding  the  New  Tef- 
tament 

^  Uf9§km  ia  thit  psiiigt  ikgsiim  not  '  fernjatita.* 
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taraent,  efpecially  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  and 
the  epiftle  to  the  Romans.  Divines  therefore,  who 
confine  their  ftudies  to  ,the  Greek  Teftament  alone, 
and  without  learning  the  Oriental  languages  afpire  to 
the  title  of  Theologians,  lead  not  only  thcmfelves  into 
error,  but  thofe  to  whom  they  undertake  to  communi- 
cate inftruQion  :  and  I  may  venture  to  affirm,  that  no 
man  is  capable  of  underftanding  the  New  Teftament, 
unlefs  to  an  acquaintance  whh  the  Greek,  he  joins  a 
knowledge  of  at  Waft  Hebrew,  Syriac,  and  Rabbinic. 

It  may  be  replied,  "that  if  requifites  like  thefe  are  in- 
difpenfable,  it  is  no  eafy  matter  to  attain  a  knowledge  of 
the  facred  writings.  The  fafl:  is  not  to  be  denied,  and 
few  profane  authors  are  fo  difficult  as  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment ;  but  I  ftiall  be  lefs  expofed  to  the  charge  of  derogat* 
ing  from  the  perfpicuity  of  the  Divine  Oracles,  as  a  very 
learned  Theologian  by  profeffion,  the  celebrated  Erneftf; 
has  maintained  the  fame  opinion  in  bis  Difiertatio  de 
difficultateinterpretationis  grammatical  Noyi  Teftamenti. 
It  may  likewife  be  objefted,  that,  in  ddliml&ting  the  cha-» 
rafter  of  a  Theologian,  I  have  laid  down  qualifications 
as  neceflary,  which  lie  beyond  the  reach  of  common  abi- 
lities. Now  every  artift,  in  forming  an  image,  which  is 
to  fcrve  as  a  pattern  of  beauty,  endeavours  to  render  it 
as  perfe£i  as  poffible,  even  though  its  various  excellen- 
cies were  never  united  in  a  fingle  objeft.  But  the  de- 
fcription,  which  I  have  made  of  a  confumniate  Theolo- 
gisya,  is  by  no  means  ideal ;  the  qualities  which  I  have 
required  have  been  attained  by  many,  and  ought  to  be 
attained  by  all  who  undertake  to  expound  the  Word  of 
Qod.  If  prgper  alterations  were  made  in  the  public 
fchools,  the  ftudent  in  divinity  might,  on  leaving  the 
univerfity,  be  provided  with  a  fufficient  fund  of  biblical 
literature.  It  is  true,  the  knowledge  which  \%  acquired 
in  thofe  feats  of  learning  muft  be  confidered  only  as  a 
beginnings  which  future  ftudy  muft  bring  to  perfe&ion ; 
but  when  a  good  foundation  has  been  laid,  the  fcbolar 
will  hardly  fuppofe  that  future  idlenefs  \%xo  be  the  re* 
ward  of  former  induftry.     Even  the  clergy  who  refide  in 

the 
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the  country  might  profecule  their  ftudies  to  advantage, 
and  make  great  advances  in  the  knowledge  of  the  Bible, 
if  a  faulty  education  threw  not  obflacles  in  the  way,  which 
they  have  no  inclination  to  furmount^ 

Thofe,  who  have  neither  opportunity  nor  abilities  to 
acquire  fufficient  knowledge  to  inveftigate  for  tbem- 
felves,  muft  ^,leaft  be  in  pofleflion  of  fo  much  as  is  re- 
quifite  to  profit  from  the  learned  induftry  of  others,  and 
to  apply  to  the  New  Teftament  thofe  treafares  of  Gre- 
cian and  Oriental  literature,  which  their  predeceflbrs  have 
prefented  to  their  hands.  But  a  man  unacquainted  with 
the  Septuagint,  and  the  claflic  authors,  can  form  no  judg- 
ment of  the  critical  remarks, which  have  been  made  on  the 
language  of  the  New  Teftament;  aor  determine  whether 
the  meaning  afcribed  to  a  word  be  literal  or  figurative, 
the  fenfe  in  which  it  is  ufualiy  taken,  or  only  fuch  as 
extenfive  reading  can  ratify  by  the  authority  of  t)||^  two 
or  three  examples.  He  can  have  no  idea  of  what  is 
called  interpretative  probability,  and  is  unavoidably  ex« 
pofed  to  the  danger  of  giving  the  fame  credit  to  a  falfe 
interpretation,  as  to  the  true.  In  (hort,  he  can  fee  only 
with  foreign  eyes,  and  believe  on  the  authority  of  others, 
but  he  can  have  no  convi£lion  himfelf,  a  convidion, 
without  which  no  man  ihould  prefume  to  preach  the 
Gofpcl,  even  to  a  country  congregation. 


SECT.      XIV. 

■  ^ 

The  remarks  of  the  foregoing  feSion  confirmed  by  the  expert* 
ence  of  what  has  hitbefU  b^  performed  or  negleSed  in 

expounding  the  New  Tefi^ment. 

•> 

IF  it  be  inquired,  in  wh^t  manner  thefe  fources  of 
biblical  criticifm  have  hitherto  been  ufed,  whether 
they  have  cootiibuted  to  explain  obfcure  and  important 
paffagcs,  an4  whether  they  have  been  fo  far  exhaufted, 
as  to  preclude  tho  labours  of  future  critics,  the  anfwer 
will-confino  the^truih  of  the  preceding  obfervaiions.  - 

M  3  With 
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With  refpeft  to  the  Hebrew,  and  where  this  Ian* 
guage  is  deficient^  (he  Arabic,  I  bave  nothing  to  add  to 
the  remarks  on  the  former  feftion.  The  former  has  been 
applied  with  very  great  fuccefs  *,  though  in  fome  ex- 
amples it  has  been  mifapplied  by  men  of  real  learning; 
a  circumftance  which  renders  it  the  more  neccflary  to  be 
able  to  judge  for  ourfelves.  Ernefti'^  has*cpntended  that 
nnOID  Cgnifies  *  quibus  aliquid  conftat,' '  rei  (umma,* 
and  from  thence  explains  roi;^n(3r,  2  Pet.  iii.  10.  12.  but 
no  critic  in  the  Oriental  languages  can  allow  that  rilTDIO 
admits  this  fenfe,  nor  is  it  rendered  by  Voip^na  in  a  fingle 
inftance  of  the  Septuagint. 

The  Rabbinical  and  Talmudical  languages  have  been 
ufed  frequently^  and  to  great  advantage,  in  explaining 
as  well  JewiQi  cudocns  and  do£\rines,  which  occur  in 
the  New  Teftament,  as  Rabbinical  words  and  phrafes. 
Liglti£pot  and  Schoetgen  ^  have  cultivated  this  branch  of 
learning  with  the  mod  fuccefs,  from  whofe  works  WeCr 
ftein  has  fele3ed  and  abridged  the  mod  effential  parts, 
and  given  them  in  his  notes  to  the  New  Teftament.  He 
has  colle6ed  into  a  moderate  compafs  very  important 
materials;  and  where  the  concifenels  of  his  obfervations 
has  rendered  them  obfcure,  it  is  caiy  to  refer  to  the  ori- 
ginal?, from  which  he  has  extrafcted.  Much,  however, 
remains  to  be  performed,  as  appears  from  the  fifth  fec- 
tion  of  this  chapter :  but  as  it  can  feldom  be  expect- 
ed from  an  expounded  of  the  New  Teftament,  that 
he  ihould  make  the  Talmud  and  the  writings  of  the 
Rabbins  his  daily  Ie3ure,  it  is  much  to  be  wifhed  that 
fome  one  among  the  learned,  who  has  made  them  his 
particular  ftudy*,  would  contribute  remarks  of  this  na- 
ture to  the  New  Teftamem,  avoiding  at  the  fame  time 
that  fuperfluity,  which  not  ffldom  defeats  the  end  for 
which  fimil^r  cdlledions  have  been  made. 

The 
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»  De  difficultate  mterpretationls  grammatical  NotI  Tefbtmenti,  §  iiOm 
The  paffiige  on  which  he  grounds  hjs  explanation^  viz.  ^  Sam.  xxii.  t. 
admits  another  explanation,   which    is  very  poetical,   though  JHTIDID 
ftill  retains  its  ufual  fcnfe.    See  the  44th  remaik  oil  Lowth-de  facra  poeii 
Hebneorum . 
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The  Syriac  has  hitherto  been  little  ufed  in  commen* 
taries  on  the  New  Teftaraent  %  of  which  the  reafon  is 
the  narrow  principle  on  which  ihat  language  has  been 
learnt,  its  ftudy  having  been  wholly  confined  to  the  Sy- 
riac verfion  of  the  Bible.  Here  then  a  new  and  exienfive 
field  lies  open  to  the  learned,  who  hjive  leifure  and  abi* 
lities  to  expound  the  New  Teftament  by  paffages  from 
the  Syriac  authors;  but  great  caution  mufl;  be  ufed  in 
order  to  make  a  choice  colle^ion,  and  not  to  afcribe  .the 
chara3er  of  a  Syriafm  to*a  phrafe  that  is  likewife  Greek. 
Whatever  remarks  of  this  nature  have  occurred  in  the 
courfe  of  my  reading,  I  have  noted  in, the  margin  of 
Wetftein's  New  Teftament,  and  my  father  had  collefled 
materials  for  a  difTertation,  to  be  entiilec),  Lumina  Sy- 
riaca  iiluftrandoN.  T.  Should  I  ever  publifti  the  differ- 
tations,  which  he  left  confiderably  augmented  with  ma- 
nufcript  notes,  I  might  be  difpofed  to  fubjoin  thefe  ma- 
terials in  the  ftate  in  which  I  have  received  them. 

The  Septuagint,  by  far  the  richcft  fource,  has  been 
ufed  with  great  fuccefs;  but  as  not  the  half  of  its  trea- 
fures  has  been  employed  in  explaining  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, an  intimate  knowledge  of  this  verfion  is  the  more 
neceffary  for  every  Theologian.  Of  thofe  who  have 
written  notes  to  the  New  Teftament  in  th^  manner  of 
Raphel,  Kypke  has  made  the  moft  frequent  ufe  of  the 
Septuagint.  Wetftein  likewife  has  made  a  very  judicious 
and  happy  application  of  it  in  his  learned  notes,  but  it 
is  neceffary  likewife  for  the  reader  to  refer  to  the  refpec- 
tive  paffages,  as  he  has  not  always  quoted  the  words  ' 
themfelves,  or  mentioned  the  deffgn  of  the  quotation. 

Latin  is  of  courfe  underftood  by  every  one  who  reads 
the  Greek  Teftament ;  and  with  refpeft  10  the  Pecfifms, 
all  thai  is  neceffary  tg  be  remarked  has  been  mentioned 
above,  with  the  obferf  ation  that  the  fubjeft  has  hitherto 
not  engaged  the  attention  of  the  learned. 

Raphel  affords  an  excellent  example  to  thofe  who 
would  make  eolle6tions  from  the  pure  Greek  writers 
with  a  view  of  illuftratig  the  New  Teftament,  and  the 
rtmiirks  which  he  has;  drawn  from  Xenophon,  Polybius, 

M  4  Arrian, 
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Arrian,  and  Herodotus,  are  claffical  in  their  kind*.  Elf- 
ner  and  .Albeni^  have  adopted  nearly  the  fame  method, 
but  the  obfervations  of  Raphel  are  more  important.  The 
mod  material  parts  of  the  writings  of  thefe  critics  may  be 
found  in  the  notes  of  Wetfteih,  whb  has  added  an  in- 
finity of  original  remarks,  having  confulted  authors  neg- 
k6ted  by  mod  philologers,  efpecially  the  Greek  phyfi- 
cians.  It  is  true  that  Wetftein  has  colle6led  examples 
that  relate  not  immediately  to  the  New  Teftament;  he 
regarded  his  work  too  much  iif  the.light  of  a  common^ 
place  book,  and  introduced  matenals  which  belong  ra^ 
ther  to  a  Lexicon,  a  circumftance  v&hich  has  caufed 
many  of  the  notes  to  be  overlooked  that  are  truly  valu- 
able. Another  imperfeQion  is  the  too  frequent  omiffion 
of  the  objecl  he  had  in  view  in  making  a  quotation,  and 
the  want  of  a  Latin  tranflation  of  the  Greek  paffages 
renders  it  fometimes  difficult  to  determine  what  fenfe  he 
intended  to  afcribe  to  the  word  in  queftion,  efpecially 
where  the  quotation  is  too  fhort  to  judge  from  the  con- 
nexion. It  is  proper  therefore  to  confult  the  originals 
from  which  he  has  taken  them ;  and  this  is  the  more 
neceffary,  as  I  h^ve  obferved  in  many  places  that  words 
are  omitted,  on  which  the  fenfe  of  the  whole  paflage  in 
a  great  meafure  depends.  Whoever  wiflies  to  derive  all 
poffible  advantage  from  Wetftein's  edition  of  the  New 
Teftament,  Ihould  be  in  pofleffion  of  a  good  library, 
though  a  claifical  fcholar  may  in  moft  cafes  form  a  to* 
lerable  judgement  even  without  ibis  affiftance. 

Kypke's^Obfervationes  facrae  in  Novum  Teflamen- 
tum  %  which  are  executed  on  a  fimilar  but  more  extent 
five  plan  than  that  of  Raphel,  were  publiihed  foon  after 
Wetftein's  New  Teflanient,  but  he  had  never' feen  this 
edition  before  the  publication  of  Jiis  own  remarks.  In 
the  preface  he  exprefTcd  his  apprehenfions  of  having 
quoted  the  fame  paffages  which  Wetftein  had  already 
produced,  and  experience  has  Ihewn  them  to  be  ground- 
edj  to  the  honour  of  both  critics,  and  of  the  fubjeft  it- 
felf.  When  two  men  of  profound  learning,  who  conduft 
their  fiudies  on  a  fimilar  plan^  but  profecute  tbeir  in- 
quiries 
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quiries  independently  of  each  olher,  in  explaining  a  text 
of  the  New  Teftament  quote  the  very  fame  paffage  from 
a  clafHc  author,  and  that  in  repeated  injjtancesj^  it  is  a 
proof  not  only  that  the  text  in  queftion  was  in  need  of 
explanation,  but  that  the  paflages  in  the  quoted  authors 
had  a  ftriking  fimilarity  to  thofe  in  the  New  Teftament. 
Of  all  the  expofiuons  of  the  New  Teftamaeat,  condu6ied 
on  principles  like  thefe,  I  know  of  noriethat  are  fuperior, 
or  indeed  equal  to  thofe  of  Kypke.  Thdy  are  written 
without  pedantry  or  an  affedation  of  learning;  and  con- 
tain all  that  is  important,  without  being  encumbered 
with  extraneous  matter. 

Carpzov  and  Krebs  9,  whofe  writings  Wetftein  had 
not  confulted,  either  becaufe  they  were  publiQied  too 
late,  or  becaufe  he  had  no  knowledge  of  them,  harmo* 
nize  with  this  critic  in  the  refult  of  their  enquiries^  in  a 
manner  which  reflets  honour  on  each  :  the  former  has 
felefled  paflages  from  Philo,  and  applied  them  to  the 
expofition  of  the  epiftles  to  the  Romans,  and  the  He- 
brews; the  latter  has  extracted  from  Jofephus,  with  re- 
ference to  the  New  Teftament  in  general.  They  have 
both  contributed  largely  to  biblical  criticifm,  but  the 
advantages,  which  remain  to  be  derived  from  Philo  and 
Jofephus,  are  more  than  can  be  eafily  imagined.  If  a 
man  of  learning  who  has  ftudied  ihefe  Greek  writers 
only  in  his  leifure  hours,  has  yet  made  a  very  confider- 
able  colle3ion  in  addition  to  that  of  Carpzov  and  Krebs, 
not  through  oftentation,  but  merely  in  regard  to  paflages 
in  the  New  Teftament  which  are. really  obfcure,  it  can 
no  longer  remain  a  ddubt  that  Philo  and  Jofephus  ftill 
contain  ineftimable  treafures. 

Palairct  and  Muenthe  deferve  likewife  to  be  men- 
tioned, though  the  rank,  which  they  occupy,  is  much 
inferior.  The  formed  publiOied,  in  1752,  Obfervaiiones 
philologico-criiicae  in  facros  novi  foederis  libros,  quorum 
plurima  loca  ex  au6loribus  pqtiilimum  Graecis  expo- 
nuntur,  illuftrantur,  vindicantur.  Thi^  writer  had  an 
immenfe  fund  of  Grecian  literature ;  but  a  paflion  for 
difpda](ing  his  learning,  on  every  even  ufelels  occafion, 

united 
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tinited  with  a  total  want  of  judgementi  has  produced  a 
rude  and  indigefted  mafs,  which  at  times  only  difcovers 
an  ufeful  obforvation.  Muenthe  pubiilhed  in  1755  Ob- 
fervationes  in^N.  T.  ex  Didoro  Siculo;  in  which  his 
principal  objeA  was  to  defend  the  purity  of  the  ftyle  of 
the  New  Teilament;  yet,  though  it  contains  many  ufe- 
ful remarks^a  gieat  part  of  the  work  is  fuperfluous  '*. 

If  it  be  aflied^  ^whether  thefe  colledions,  and  efpeci- 
ally  thofe  of  Raphe!  and  Kypke,  have  elTentially  contri- 
buted to  explain  the  New  Teftamcnt,  I  hefitate  not  a 
moment  to  pronounce  in  the  affirmative,  Ernefti,  un- 
quefiionably  a  mafter  of  the  Greek  language,  and  cele- 
brated in  the  republic  of  letters,  entertains  a  different 
opinion^  but  on  what  grounds  he  fupports  that  opinion 
I  have  never  been  able  to  difcover.  He  fays  that  Elfncr, 
the  beft  of  thefe  critics,  has  hardly  ten  remarks  of  any 
confequence.  Now  ten  remarks  that  render  intelligible 
ten  paffages  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  before  were 
obfcure^  are  not  to  be  reje6led  with  contempt  y  and  if 
every  critic  contributed  in  the  fame  proportion,  we  fhould 
make  no  inconfiderable  progrefs  in  exegetical  knowledge. 
But  it  feems  extraordinary  that  Ernefii  fhould  have  men- 
tioned Elfner  in  particular,  and  not  Raphel,  who  had 
taken  the  lead  in  this  kind  of  criticifm^  and  given  a  phi-^ 
lological  explanation  of  many  more  than  ten  paffages 
which  before  his  time  appeared  inexplicable. 

Before  adual  experience  had  confirmed  the  fad,  it 
was  indeed  not  reafonable  to  fuppofe  that  the  clafBc  au- 
thors could  have  been  applied  with  fo  much  fuccefs  in 
the  expofition  of  the  New  Teflament,  as  the  Apofiles 
have  neither  formed  their  ftyle,  nor  immediately  bor- 
rowed their  expreffions  from  thefe  writers.  But  the  fa£i 
is  undeniable,  nor  is  it  impofGble  to  affign  a  reafon. 
Whoever  undertakes  to  write  k  language,  to  which  he  is 
not  accuftomed  from  his  youth,  iele£ls  not  at  aU  times 
the  words  which  are  moft  ufual  among  the  beft  writers, 
and  are  univ^fally  underftood;  be  recolleBs  indeed 
claffical  expreffions^  but  applies  them  in  a  fenfe,  which 
deyiates  in  fome  meafqre  from  the  common  one ;  an  au- 
thor 


SECT.  XIV.    Language  of  the  New  Teftament.  187 

thor  thus  circumftanced  may  write  Greek,  but  his  Greek 
will  ftand  in  need  of  a  commentary  "•  The  cafe  is  the 
fame  in  writing  modern  languages^  of  which  we  are  not 
perfect  mafters;  'we  adopt  on  many  occafions  a  proper 
exprefQon,  though  not  thai  which  is  commonly  applied 
to  that  purpofe  by  the  naf|ves  themfelves. 

A  paflage,  which  has  been  mentioned  above,  Rom.  iii. 
25.  may  fcrve  here  as  an  example.  Ernefti  '  has  called 
upon  thofe  who  tranflate  iXarnpAoy  ^  expiatory  facrifice/to 
produce  an  inftance  where  it  is  afbually  ufed  in  this 
i'enfe,  and  fecondly  where  it  is  thus  ufed  in  Jewifli  Greek, 
and  where  vf«Ti5c«'d'«i  is  applied  to  facrifices'*.  The  lad 
of  ibefe  demands  has  been  fulfilled  by  Kypke  '' ;  he  alfo 
contributed  to  the  fulfilling  of  the  firft,to  which  Krebs  has 
more  completely  anfwered  by  producing  a  pafiage  from 
Jofephus^in  which  iXarnfiov  is  ufed  precifely  in  this  mean- 
ing. It  is  taken  from  the  leventh  fedion  of  bis  book  on  the 
Maccabees.  Jofephus,  having  previoufly  obferved  that 
the  blood  of  the  martrys  had  made  atonement  for  their 
countrymen^  and  that  they  were  u<Tn%^  ayti^yj^ov  (vidlima 
fubftituta)  td;  t8  iby^q  a/MAfTiacy  continues  as  follows,  xa» 

avruy  d  d'cta  9^«yoia  to»  ItrfaniX  tn^taci.      The  iecond  de* 

mand  '^  is  too  unreafonabte  to  deferve  any  anfwer,  fince 
it  implies  that  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  have 
never  preferred  the  claffical  meaning  of  a  word  to  that 
which  is  given  it  by  the  Seventy.  It  occafioned  however 
Krebs  to  waver  in  his  opinion,  as  he  could  find  no  paf- 
iage in^the  Septuagint,  where  tXafnfiQt  was  ufed  precifely 
in  this  meaning,  though  it  is  not  impoflible  that  the  Se- 
venty in  ufing  this  expreflion  for  rmflS?  intended  to 
convey  the  additional  idea  of  expiation.  But  an  anfwer 
may  be  given  by  quoting  a  paOage  from  Symmachus, 
•who,  though  he  wrote  better  Greek  than  either  the 
Seventy,  Aquila,  or  Theodotion,  is  not  to  be  wholly 
excluded  from  the  clafs  of  Hebraic  writers.  £ven 
Montfaucon  allows  that  his  writings  are  not  free  from 

He- 

f  In  his  E^Tay  de  IiiterpreUtioiie  Gi-ammaticft  Librorum  imprimis  SacrcH 
riuny  p.  2M.  of  his  Opufcuia  Philoiogico  Critica. 
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Hebraifms,  though  they  occur  but  feidoro,  '*  Hebratfinos 
raro  feftatur*".  This  Symmachus  has  tranflated  mfl31 
•lfl3]l,  iXafffic  i^arTipiok  »*,  Gen.  vi.  14. 

But  after  the  learned  labours  of  many  eminent  critics, 
it  might  be  fuppofed  that  thetfubjed  was  exhaufted,  and 
that  all  the  parages  of  the  claific  authors,  which  tend  to 
illuftrate  the  obfcurities  of  the  New  Teftament,  were 
already  collefted.  Yet  I  can  declare  from-my  own  ex- 
perience, that  what  remains  to  be  executed,  is  fufficient 
to  engage  the  attention  of  future  critics :  fince  during  the 
leifure  hours  which  I  have  been  able  to  beftow  on  the 
reading  of  the  clafljcs,  I  have  felefted  for  the  purpofe 
from  the  Greek  writers  as  many  examples  hitherto  un* 
quoted,  as  >yould  fill  a  volume  in  the  manner  of  Raphe). 
Nor  is  an  exception  to  be  made  to  the  authors  whofe 
works  have  been  before  extracted;  it  is  true,  that  Philo 
and  Jofephus  have  been  ufed  to  great  advantage,  but  the 
gleanings  which  remain  to  be  colle£led,  are  perhaps  of 
more  value  than  the  harveft  already  gathered. 

The  word  tyapajt^nTo;*  affords  a  proof  of  the  foregoing 
obfervation.  Ernefti  has  very  properly  remarked^  that 
it  fignifies  neither  Advocate  nor  Comforter,  and  adds^ 
egocertifSmum  arbitrorcrapa)cXf)ro»,ubide  Spiritu  Sando 
dicitur,  nihil  aliud  fignificare  qnam  doflorem^  magiftrum, 
divina?que  veritatis  interpreiem.  I  agree  with  him*  in 
his  opinion  of  the  impropriety  of  the  common  tranflation, 
though,  inftead  of  doClor  or  magiftcr,  I  would  rather 
ufe  monitor.  The  meaning  which  he  has  given  it^  has 
been  adopted  by  many,  yet  his  mode  of  demonftration 
is  fomewhat  extraordinary^  for,  inftead  of  attempting  to 
difcover  -aoi^otv.Xfir^^  in  a  clailic  author,  and  explain  its 
meaning  from  adual  ufe,  he  has  recourfe  to  the  verb 
from  which  it  is  derived,  and  the  afiiftance  of  a  pretended 
Hebraifm  '^  He  fays,  the  Jews  borrowed  the  wotd 
lO^bp'^fl  from  the  Greeks,  and  that  this  word  was  proba- 
bly ufed  by  Chrift  himfelf.  But  D^'jpli)  is  taken  in  the 
Chaldee  language  in  no  other  fenfe  than  that  of  Advo- 
cate, 

•  PraeliminarU  i»Hexapla  0riglnl$>  p.  54.  Cap.  ri.  f  5. 

•  John  xiy.  16.  '*•  -  *  * 
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cate  ^  and  if  Chrift,  in  fpeaking  Chaldee,  made  ufe  of 
Praklita,£rnefti'5  own  argument  is  a  proof  againft  him'^« 
If  trapaxAnrof,  according  to  the  rule  which  he  has  pre- 
fcribed  in  explaining  iXaruptov,  can  have  no  other  mean- 
ing than  that  which  is  given  it  by  the  Seventy,  or  Jewilh 
Greek  writers,  the  inference  is  equally  unfavourable,  for 
the  Seventy  have  ufed  crapasxAYirope;,  Aquila  and  Theodo** 
tion  wapaxXfjToi  for  the  Hebrew  tD^QnjQ,  which  fignifies 
*  Comforter,'  Job  xvi.  2.  But  the  fenfe  of  Br»p«xAnTof  in 
the  New  Teftament  may  be  determined  at  once  from 
the  authority  of  a  Greek  Writer,  whom  Ernefti  compared 
with  Plato  and  Demofthenes,  and  who  thought  his  lan- 
guage too  pure  to  have  been  underftood  by  Sl  Paul. 
Philo  de  Mundi  Opificio,p.  5.  of  the  edition  by  Mangey, 
has  the  following  paflage :  Ov^ivt  vot^ct^iKiirta^  (rif  ya^  mt 

iTtgo^  ;)  fAOpa  i^  tavra  p^^nra/xcvvc  0  0f 0;  lyva  iuv  tvigyiruif 
arafAiiVTOK  koli  vAstTiostc  X^S^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  iufiotg  d'ctac  ^vriv 
iviXoixfty  f^  iaifmi  uitvH  Ayot^s  ivy»fjt,tvnyy  where  shn  vx^ 

f flBxXfirb)  evidently  fignifies  fine  monitore,  or  nemine  mo- 
nente'*.  This  paffage  Ernefti  had  undoubtedly  read, 
but  it  is  often  difficult  to  recoiled:  examples  at  the  time 
their  application  might  be  ufeful,  and  hence  the  neceflity 
of  colleftors,  who  fubmit  to  the  literary  labours  of  bring- 
ing the  fcatcered  materials  as  it  ^^^re  into  a  public  trea* 
fury. 

The  mod  important  example  of  the  happy  application 
of  Greek  literature  is  offered  by  zarof^n*,  A6ts  xv,  ao.  29. 
xxi  25.  which  has  divided  in  religious  fentiments  whole 
churches  and  nations,  and  produced  no  trifling  uneafi- 
nefs  and  difputes  in  modern  a^es.  It  is  inconceivable 
how  xsrogyua^  if  it  fignifies  '  fornication/  could  have  been 
enumerated  among  certain  matters  from  which  the  Gcn^ 
tile  converts  to  Chriftianity  were  requefted  to  abftain, 
merely  to  avoid  offending  the  weaknefs  of  their  Jewifh 
brethren  ;  and  the  unavoidable  confequence  of  thistr^nf- 
lation  is,  that  it  is  as  great  a  crime  to  eat  blood,  things 
ftrangled,  or  meats  offered  to  idols,  as  to  commit  forni- 
cation, an  opinion  which  many  divines  have  maintained 

on 

*».  Sec  Buxtorr«  Lexicon  Talmud.  Rabbinicum,  p.  1143. 


tg6  Language  of  the  New  Teftament.      chap.  iv# 

on  the  authority  of  this  text  of  fcripture.  I  have  re- 
marked above,  that  zropvfia,  tn  the  fenfe  of  fornication,  is 
unknown  to  the  claffic  writers,  though  common  in  the 
Septuagint  and  the  New  Teftament;  yet  examples  may 
be  produced  of  this  unufual  word,  but  in  a  totally  dif- 
ferent meaning.  Julius  Pollux,  Lib.  IX.  ^  34.  fays 
that  in  fea^port  towns,  the  ifxvopiov^  or  fquare  adjoinins^ 
to  the  harbour,  where  the  merchants  affembled  to  trarif- 
SL&,  bufinefs,  was  divided  into  xainiXna,  x»i  wogytia^  »  xai 
6fxfifiara  aw  tic  fiiroi,  which  has  been  tranflated,  even  in 
the  edition  of  1 706,  by  *  taverns  and  brothels,*  an  error 
arifing  from  the  too  early  ufe  of  the  New  Teftament, 
But  itfeems  incredible,  that  Julius  Pollux  (hould  intend 
to  enumerate  houfes  of  open  debauchery  among  the 
buildings  eflential  to  a  public  exchange.  Every  learner 
of  the  Greek  language  knows  that  taro^im,  in  whatever 
fenfe  it  is  to  be  taken^  is  derived  from  vrtgauj^  to  purcbafe^ 
and  the  Etymologicum  magnum  may  be  confulted  un- 
der the  article  v1f/)»M,  to  fell.  K«irvi^fia  and  v^pifuct,  tvu 
dently  denote  ^  wine-houfes*  and  *  cooks-fliops'  which, 
as  Pollux  fays,  were  likewife  called  oixnjutATft.  Uopma 
therefore  in  conjunflion  with  tsrvixroy  and  aijm^,  fignifies 
meat  fold  in  the  public  fhops,  or  in  the  op^n  market  (in 
the  fame  manner  as  x«»p"«  fignifies  *  pork,'  for  the  word' 
is  properly  an  adje6live,  and  is  ufed  as  fuch  by  a  Greek 
poet*  of  the  middle  ages)  which  the  Jews  fcrupled  to  eat, 
through  the  fear  of  its  being  part  of  an  animal  which  had 
been  facrificed  in  a  heathen  temple*'. 

James  V.  12.  Above  all  things,  my  brethren,  fwear 
not,  neither  by  heaven,  neither  by  the  earth,  neither  by 
any  other  oatn ;  but  let  your  yea  be  yea,  and  your  nay, 
nay,  iva  fxn  uq  UToxpio-iir  witf^uTf,  where  utox/ha-ic  has  been 
rendered  by  *  diflSmulation,'  and  no  one  has  had  recourfe 
to  the  claffic  writers,  who  ufe  it  in  the  fenfe  of  *  anfwer/ 
Tirox/>iiro^a*  is  u fed  by  Herodotus  in  the  fame  fenfe  as 

^woxpiifOfAAi.   See  Book  I.  Ch.  II.  rngti  uirox/>iya(r5«i.  Iti$ 

ufed  in  the  fame  fenfe  by  Homer,  and  in  the  Lexicon  of 

«  tSee  Du  Frefiie  GIoflkriiuD  medi«  et  infims  Gmcitfttii,  p»  lt04. 
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Apoltonius '  on  Homerj  p.  81a.  is  the  following  paflage* 

Kyd'fy  KCth  uirox^irai)  vr^wTaywwrsyrof  y^A  rii 
XJ^gii  TO  tfaXaiov  yroi  wirtf  0ivo}ifi90ti  UTXf^ 

So  likcwife  Suida«,  Tom.  III.  p.  556.  Albert!  alfo  has 
tranflated  uirexptvofAat,  refpondeo,  Matth.  vi.  2.  This 
paflage  therefore  of  St.  James  fignifies,  *  fwear  not,  but 
fpeak  the  fimple  truth,  that  ye  may  not  be  guilty  of  a 
crime  in  anfwering/  TwwpivofAcii  is  ufed  in  the  fame 
fenfe,  Ifaiah  iii.  6.  nan  uiroxpi^tK  iv  rvi  nfA§fa  exit^n  ipei  hk 
la^/uai  VH  «px^y»c»  where  fome/)f  the  manuFcripts  have 
airox/>i3'fif  **.  From  ujroxfiviffS'ai,  in  thefenfe  ofreipondeo, 
is  borrowed  the  meaning  of  uwokjituc  in  the  phrafe  w»o- 
xpinsff  $vtigm  •,  an  interpreter  of  dreams,  properly  one  who 
ahfwcrs  when  conf^lted  on  a  dream.  This  may  be 
applied  to  explain  uiroxfirai,  Matih.  xvi.  3.  Luke  xii.  56. 
where,  inftead  of  having  reference  to  dreams,  it  refers  to 
the  weather,  or  the  feafons  *'.  But  this  application  of 
the  paflage  in  Lucian  is  already  known  ^ 

In  explaining  Rom.  x.  18.  which  is  taken  from  Pfalm 
xyc.  5.  the  commentatori  have  not  been  able  to  alCgn  a 
reafon  why  DJg  is  tranflated  by  the  Seventy  0  fi^yyo^ 
ttvTwv  •*.     Some  have  contended  that  1p  may  fignify  *  a 

found,'  from  the  Arabic  yj^  ^  to  cry  aloud  f  but  this  is  a 
grammatical  error,  for  the  Hebrew  quiefcents  in  the  third 
radical  He,  correfpond  not  to  the  Arabic  verbs  in  He, 
but  to  thoie  in  Vau  or  Je  ^.     Others  are  of  opinion^ 

thai 

^  Apollonii  Sophiibe  Lexkon  Grxcum  ItiadU  et  OdyfTeas^  e  Cbdice  MS. 
Sangermanenfi  in  lucem  vindicavit  Johannes  Baptifta  Cafparas  d*  Anfle  de 
ViUoifon.  Lutetise  Parifioruniy  1775. 

•  Luciani  Somnium,  §  17*  Tom.  I*  p.  23.  td.  Reitf . 

'  RapfaelinkisAnnoUtionescxHerodotohasthusappliedit  ina  note  to 
Luke  ^i«  56« 
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that  the  Seventy  read  not.  Q*ij>  but  oVlp^  but  tbii  opi* 
nion  is  improbable,  as  ^1p,  which  occurs  fo  frequently, 
is  no  where  tranflated  fS-oyyac/  Now  if  we  refer  to  the 
Greek  writers  for  the  ufe  of  9^0770^,  the  whole  becomes 
clear.  It  iignifies,  i.  the  tone  of  a  mufical  inftrument; 
2.  the  ftring  itfelf  which  produces  the  found'*,  Jofe- 
phus  Antiquit.  VI L  12.  3.  n  i^iy  xivup»  ii%0L  yofiai^  i^nfAfAivn 
•  •  •  •  n  ^£  vot^Xot  iuxtKOL  ^d'oyyuc  <x*0'a^9  where  ^Boyyoq  and 
X^pi^  bave  manifeflly  the  fame  meaning  **.  Another  in-  ' 
fiance  may  be  taken  from  Theodoret  \  whp^  though  an 
eccleliaftical  writer,  had  the  Greek  language  at  his  com- 
mand, and  in  this  paQage  has  certainly  not  borrowed 
from  the  Septuagint  ^^,  A»a  iiKa  f^oyyn^  xa»  avm  (»al/^») 
xAXfii^n  (»i»up»}  ixti.  Lucian  de  Foflione  Ifthmi,  §  6.. 
Vol.  III.  p.  64.0,  of  the  edition  of  Reitz,  fpeaking  of  the 
accompaniment  of  mufical  inftruments  ufes  f^oyyoi  in 
the  fame  fenfe*^.  The  Seventy  therefore  might  very 
properly  ufe  it  for  Ip,  which  fignifies  originally  *  thread,' 
and  is  applied  to  the  firings  of  an  harp,  which  were  firft 
made  of  twified  hemp  '^  The  idea  of  the  mufic  of  the 
heavens,  was  Pythagorean,  and  therefore  not  unknown  in 
Egypt:  it  islikewife  ufed  by  Philo  in  his  treatife  Quod 
a  Deo  mittantur  fomnia,  Tom.  I.  p.  625. 

The  word  itxanvtfAo.  prefents  us  with  an  example  of  a 
different  kind,  which  I  g^ve  rather  as  a  conjedure  than  as 
an  infiance  on  which  I  could  ifpnture  to  (peak  with  cer- 
tainty. There  are  two  paflages  In  the  epifile  to  the  Ro- 
mans, where  the  meaning  ufually  afcribed  to  this,  word 
in  the  Septuagint  and  the  New  Tefiament  feems  to  be 
unfuitable  to  the  context.  Rom.  v.  18.  Judgement  came 
upon  all  to  condemnation,  Ji  f»oc  wct^awmfAor^^j  but  the 
free  gift  came  upon  ^all  men  unto  juftification  of  life,  ^1 
fMC^  iiKawfAxrof^  which  is  tranflated  per  unum  reSefac* 
turn,  or  per  unius  re6tefa£lum.  The  quefiion  here  na- 
turally arifes  in  what  did  this  fingle  meritorious  a6tioii 
confift  ?  AtxauMjxa  in  the  fenfe  of  refte  faflum  feeins 
not  perfeftly  applicable  to  the  paflive  obedience  of  Cbrift 
(as  it  is  called  by  the  Dogmatifis),  in  fufiering  death  on 

the 

t  Qaaeftio  94  inLib.  S^^  Regum. 


rfECT.  X IV.       Language  'of  the  New  Tejfament.  1 93 

the  crofs,  and  his  aQive  obedience  confided  not  in  a 
(ingle  go6d  adion  only,  but  in  a  continued  feries  of  vir-^ 
tuous  deeds,  and  an  inviolable. obferi^ation  of  the  will  of 
God,  under  all  temptalipns  to  the  contrary  '.  Wolf,  the 
philologer,  and  Senior  of  Hamburg,  makes  an  unfuccefs- 
ful  attempt  to  explain  it  by  the  fatisfa6lio  of  Ariftotle, 
who  meant  that  Jixaiv/Aa  ought  not  to  Ggnify  a  virtuous 
aEtion,  but  atonement  for  a  vitious  a3ion :  but  as  cty-^ 
moiogy  is  lefs  prevalent  than  cuftom,  in  determining  the 
ufe  of  words,  ^ix«i«|tA«  preferved  the  fame  meaning  after 
the  time  of  Ariftotle  as  before.  There  is  equal  difficulty 
in  explaining  the  other  paffage,  Rom.  viii.  4.  where  God 
is  faid  to  have  punilhed  fin  in  Chrift^  ivos  to  ^ixm«/x«  m 

trojMis  vXnfoySu  ffv  ffjMiv  roK  pn  xaT«  col^kk  wtgnrarsiri  ctXT^a 
narx  ztviufAot,  Now  the  queftion  is>  how  fiKettwfAOb  ru  vojms 
can  be  fulfilled  in  us,  fince  St.  Paul  contends  that  0  vo/ao^, 
the  law  itfelf  is  abolifhed^  Some  of  the  commentators 
fay  that  diKaitafA»r»  fignifies  thofe  precepts  of  the  law 
which  are  at  the  fame  time  agreeable  to  the  law  of  na- 
ture ;  but  this  interpretation  is  very  arbitrary.  Grotius 
contended  tbat'^ixasi6;|E*«r(»  relates  to  the  Levitical  and 
Civil  law  of  the  Jews,  which  was  as  pofitively  denied  by 
Hammond:  this  is  certain  that  the  Seventy  ufe  it  indif- 
ferently for  pn  s»nd  tDSBfDj  and  Hebr.  ix.  i.  it  relates  un- 
dotibtedly  to  the  Levitical  doftrines.  But  both  of  the 
above-mentioned  pafTages  become  perfeflly  clear,  as  foon 
as  we  afcribe  to  fiK»tufi.»  a  fenfe  in  which  it  was  frequently 
wfed  by  the  claffic  writers,  namely,  that  of  *  punilhment/ 
or  ^  condemnation  to  punifhment.*  The  firfl  inftanc^ 
then,  Rom.  v.  18.  will  fignify  *  as  by  the  offence  of  one, 
judgment  came  upon  all  men  to  condemnation,  even 
fo  by  the  punifhment  to  which  one  perfon  fubmittedj 
the  free  gift  came  upon  all  men  unto  juflification  of  life.* 
The  other  inflance,  Rom.  viii.  j,  4.  '  God  fending  his 
own  Son  in  thelikenefs  of  finful  flefh,  condemned  fin  in 
ihc  flefh:  that  the  condemnation  of  the  law  xnight  be 
fiilfitled  in  us,  who  walk  not  after  the  flefh,  but  after  the 

Spiriu* 

^  See  my  Treatife  on  Dogmatic  Theolo|^,  §  ISO. 
*  Ch.  Ti,  vii,  vHi. 
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Spirit/  The  condemnation  oF  the  law  is^  that  fin,  or^  as  St. 
Paul  exprefles  it,  the  deeds  of  the  body,  (hall  die.  The 
pafTages  From  profme  authors,  in  which  JiicaiwjM»  is  ufed 
in  this  fenFe,  may  be  feen  in  the  122  Fedion  of  my 
Theologia  Dogmatical :  Suidas  likewife  may  be  conFult* 
ed,  Tom.  I.  p.  586.  under  J»xa»ii»,  587.  ^ixcKurrav  and  h* 
KAMii^aret,  at  the  end  of  the  article  intmiufAoi.  P.  679.  E#i- 
xaiwdn^ftv  and  itMcmajTCLy.  AlFo  Julius  Pollux,  Lib.  VIIL 
§  25.  Thucydides,  Lib.  VIII.  c.  Ixvi.  with  Wefleling's 
note^  Herodotus,  Lib.  I.  c.  xlih  Lib.  V.  c.  xcii.  ^2.  I 
will  quote  the  words  oF  this  laft  paQage,becauFe  the  Latin 
tranflation  even  in  WefleHng's  edition  is  falFe»  The  oracle 
foretelling  that  Kypfelus,a  cruel  tyrant,  would  rule  over 
the  Corinthians,  fays  ^  Labda  will  conceiveand  bring  forth 
a  ftone,  that  will  fall  hard  on  the  party  of  the  nobles/  Ji- 
xAiuirn  ii  ICof i»6ov.  Now  it  is  evident  from  the  fequel  that 
puniet  Corinthum,  not  emendabit  Corinthum,  is  the 
proper  tranflation :  for  it  is  faid,  (  5.  that  Kypfelus,  hav* 
ing  made  himfelf  mailer  of  the  Fovereign  authority,  ba- 
nifhed  many  oFthe  Corinthians,  deprived  many  oFcheir 
property,  and  fliU  more  of  their  lives;  fuch  a  tyramcan 
hardly  be  faid  urbem  emendare*^ 

Such  inftances  occur  continually  in  reading  the  claffic 
authors ;  and  whenever  the  avocations  of  my  profeffioa 
prevent  me  from  taking  proper  notice  of  them,  I  cannot 
help  lamenting  that  we  have  not  more  critics,  who  follow 
the  examples  of  Raphe),  Carpzov,  and  Kypke.  Horne^ 
mann  of  Copenhagen  has  madePhilo  his  particular  ftudy, 
and,  had  he .  met  with  more  encouragement,  would 
perhaps  have  rendered  great  fervjce  to  biblical  criticifm* 
fiutpf  all  the  claflic  authors  which  deferve  to  be  fiudied, 
with  a  view  of  illuftrating  the  New  Teflament,  Placo 
fiands  in  the  foremoft  rank,  from  whofe  works  many.ob^ 
Tcure  paflages  of  the  New  Teftament-might  receive  the 
greateft  light.  Nor  do  I  confine  my  wifhes  for  the  pro*- 
motion  of  exegetical  learning  to  Univerlicy  ProfelTors^ 
who  are  too  often  prevej^ed  by  multiplicity  of  bufinefs^ 
from  quitting  the  beaten  path  in  fearch  of  critidil  difco* 

veriesi 

'c  Or  $  iGt.  of  the  Gcnoaa  cdlttoa. 
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veries.  The  paftoral  office  of  the  country  clergy  fills  oaiy 
a  fmaU  portion  of  their  time,  and  as  happinefs  cbnfifts 
in  the  continual  exercife  of  our  talents,  it  might  be  hoped 
that  many  would  employ  their  learning  and  their  leifxire 
in  the  purfuit  of  enquiries,  where  they  Would  be  natu-^ 
rally  rewarded  by  the  fatisfa6lion  of  making  new  difco-* 
veries,  and  by  an  honourable  rank  in  the  republic  of  let** 
ters.  The  fiudy  of  a  Greek  author  is  in  iifelf  agreeable 
and  ufefulj  and  it  muft  be  doubly  interefting  to  a  clergy- 
man,  if,  befide  the  pleafure  arifing  from  the  author  itfeif^ 
he  reads  with  the  particular  view  of  contributing  to  ex- 
plain a  work  of  fuch  importance  as  the  New  Teftament. 
But  in  refearches  of  this  nature,  care  muft  be  taken  to 
coUefi  only  what  is  new,  and  elucidate  what  is  really 
obfcure. 

Little  ufe  has  hitherto  been  made  of  the  Greek  in* 
fcriptions,  and  here  the  wideft  field  is  open  for  a  theolo- 
gical critic,  as  moft  of  them  afford  afliflance  in  expound- 
ing words  wbieb  are  not  purely  claffic.  Gefner  in  fome 
of  his  fpeeches  before  the  Academy  of  Sciences  at  Got* 
tingen,  has  made  a  very  happy  application  of  feveral 
infcriptions  taken  from  Pococke  to  difficult  paffages  of 
the  New  Teftament,  and  it  is  to  be  fincerely  wifhed  that 
others  might  be  induced  to  follow  his  example. 

After  all  the  learned  labours  of  the  comn>entators  on 
the  New  Teftaroent,  there  (Hll  remain  numerous  words 
and  phrafes  where  it  is  neceffary  either  to  confirm  the  old 
or  difcover  a  new  meaning  by  examples  from  the  Greek 
autliors,in  which  they  are  ufed  in  a  fimilar  connexion.  A 
man  verfed  in  the  writings  of  the  Greeks  will  often  find 
in  the  New  Teftament  expreffions  which,  though  they 
fotind  not  foreign  to  his  ear,  he  is  unable  tb  conHrm  by 
authorities.     Of  fuch  the  fojlowing  are  examples  '^ 

AfiifWy  inteftinufli  redum^',  Matth.  xv.  17.  Mark 
vii.  19.  which  moft  of  the  commentators  have  very  falfely 
explained,  not  excepting  Wetftein,  who,  from  atV  omi^ 
fion  in  hirquoiaiion  from  Suidas,  hash  proved  theQ0n« 
trary  of  what  he  intended  to  demoiiftrate  *%  might  re-* 
ceive  great  light  from  the  works  of  the  Greek  phyficians",^ 

N  a  from 
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from  which  we  might  difcover,  whether  aptifm  Were  not 
fometimes  ured  in  a  more  extenfive  fenfe  for  the  intef- 
tines  in  general,  it  being  an  old  obje3ion  to  this  fpeech 
of  Chrift,  that  animal  food  is  not  concoBed  in  the  in* 
teftinum  re&um  *♦.  It  muft  however  be  confefled  that 
the  Greek  word  is  not  fo  decifivein  the  prefent  inftance^ 
as  the  Syriac  word  \t^iL^^^  which  was  ufed  by  Chrtft 
oh  this  occafion. 

Mark  iv.  29.  oTft»  jga^aita.  I  have  found  two  examples' 
which  are  applicable  to  this  phrafe,  but  a  clear  and  deci* 
five  inftance  is  ftill  wanting. 

Luke  xi.  33.  x^uirTfi.     This  word  fails  even  in  the 
Lexicons  which  have  been  compofed  for  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  fuch  as  Pafor's,  and  others  of  like  nature,  the  reafon 
of  whrch  probably,  is,  that  feveral  copies  have  xpvv-rov. 
Biit  npuvTDk  is  the  moil  ufual,  and  I  believe,  the  (rue 
reading;    it  is  therefore  extraordinary   that  no  notice 
jhould  be  taken  of  it,  not  only  by  the  Lexicographers,* 
but  alfo  by  many  of  the  commentators  oa  the  New  Tef-^ 
tamerit.     Its  meaning  is  undoubtedly  the  fame  as  that  of 
the  Latin  word  crypta,  as  Stephanus  has  propjexly  ob- 
ferved  in  his  Thefaurus.    And  this  meaning  is  admirably 
adapted  to  the  context :  an  honefi  ^^an  lights  not  his 
candle  in  a  vault,  but  in  an  open  houfe*  But  no  example 
has  hitherto  been  produced  where  x^vittii  is  ufed  by  a 
Greek  author.     Now  I  found  an  inftance  in  Strabo, 
Lib.  V.  p.  377.  (or  246.)  ii^M^  x^uvti},  and  another  in 
JofephuSj  Antiquit.tXV.  11.7.  xoLTiarKwm^bn  it  %%%  x^utth 
^i<D/)u^.     But  thefe  are  not  quite  fatisfaftory  *7,  xpuvm  be- 
ing ufed  as  an  adje&ive,  whereas  in  the  above  paflage  of 
St.  Luke  it  is  ufed  as  a  fubflantive ;  but  I  acknowledge 

this 

An  anonymous  Greek  ti'anflator  in  Montfaucon^s  Hexiipla  Origenis 
has,  i|  ^vxif  a  fm  ma^u^^  tov  xa^vov,  Habbakuk  iii.  17.  He  ieems  to 
hsrve  read  fT^BJl,  and  has  u(ed  va^etiii^fm  nearly  in  die  fame  fenfe  as 
St.  Marky  with  this  difference  that  the  rerb  is  followed  by  an  accnfetive, 
which  the  latter  has  omitted  3^  The  other  example  is  in  Philo  de  Mundi' 
Opifiiioy  Tom.  I.  p.  9.  wkcrey  after  4c&nb>ng  the  caufes  of  the  growth, 
ef  fruity  he  tdds«r^  oy«o»  avi^tjjHf  TfXs»or»irov.  It  is  true  th«t  the  com. 
pound  word  ufed  by  Philo  is  not  the  fame  as  that  in  St.  Mark,  nor  are  the 
two  conftruAion$  wholly  £milar. 
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this  to  be  rather  a  cafe  of  curiofity,  than  a  matter  of 
doubt.  If  no  example  can  be  produced  from  a  claflic 
author,  it  is  probable  that  the  ufe  of  xfuirrii  as  a  fubftan* 
tive,  was  peculiar  to  the  Greeks  of  Italy  and  Sicily,  from 
whofe  dialeft  it  was  transferred  to  the  Latin  language, 
and  xfuirm  may  in  that  refpeft  be  referred  to  the  Latin- 
ifms  of  St.  Luke. 

Luke  xvii.  20.  waparupiia-K  is  hitherto  without  exam- 
ple '%  nor  is  it  to  be  found  in  the  Lexicons  of  Suidas  and 
Julius  Pollux,  though  the  former  has  vaparfipfi/AKTot  *'• 
Its  meaning  therefore  can  be  had  only  from  conjefture, 
and  the  opinions  of  the  learned  have  been  very  different. 

John  i.  13.  Required  an  example  where  ai/i*fls  is  ufed  in 
the  plural  number,  and  in  a  fimilar  fenfe'*^. 

John  i.  14.  cap^  iymro.  In  the  fentences  of  Secundus, 
p.  88.  .of  Schier's  edition,  is  y»i  <rtv»(xu)iJt.in^j  and  p.  92. 
curapxtofAivn  lurup^ia**.  But  I  wifh  to  have  an  inftance 
where  the  thought  is  expreffed  in  the  fame  words. 

John  i.  16.  x^ptv  »yTi  y^xpirog^*, 

John  ii.  19.  Required  an  example  where  yaoj  isufedfor 
a  body  containing  a  divine  foul.  Examples  mud  be 
fought  againft  the  Pythagorean  writers^'.  See  alfo  Som- 
nium  Scipionis,  c.  viri". 

John  iii.  13.  Required  an  example  where  umi  is  ufed 
in  the  fenfe  of  '  to  dwell,'  and  applied  to  a  perfon  re- 
moved from  his  place  of  abode  *^ 

John  iv.  37,  Required  an  example  where  umi  iv  is  ufed 
to  exprefs  the  fulfilling  of  a  proverbial  faying  ^. 

.  A£ls  vii.  53.  vtffj^ov  X»f4,SMiiv  £tg  iiurotyag  ayhXuv.   I  have 

colleQed  many  examples  not  generally  known,  which 
tend  to  illuilrate  fingle  words  in  this  paflage;  but  I  wifh 
to  fee  an  example  of  the  whole  pafTage,  any  other  geni- 
tive being  ufed  inftead  of  otyhxaop^'^. 

Karotpyuv  as  ufed  by  St.  Paul  *'.  See  the  beginning  of 
the  8**.  §  of  this  chap,  and  Le  Clerc's  note  to  Rom.vi.  16. 

Rom. 

*  There  U  a  fimilar  though  not  the  fame  ezprefiion  in  Pbilo^  Tom.  I. 
p.  197.  Likewife  in  the  Syriac  Chreftomathy^  p.  5.  Chrift  is  called  the 
temple  of  the  eternal  foQ :  but  this  perhaps  was  borrowed  from  the  paflage 
in  queftion,  and  therefore  not  pure  Syriac  ^. 
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Rona^v.  .2,  Ephef.  ii.  18,  iii.  12.  zTpoo-aywyu.  This 
word  feems  to  me  to  exprjefs  the  privilege  of  approach  to 
the  pcrfon  of  an  Orientaf  fovereign,  in  the  fame  manner 
as  entr6e  is  fometimes  ufed  in  French.  Examples  may 
be  found  of  iirpoTay«ycuc,  but  none  of  arp»Tay»yfi  ufed  in 
this  fcnfe*9.     A  paffage  in  Diodorus  Siculus  *%  Lib.  II. 

C.  58.  voiyfiyupfis  xxi  vofAiroiq  xjti  vfu^xyuyai  is  not  wholly 

applicable  to  the  ufe  of  vpoffetyuyn  by  St.  Paul.  Another 
paifage  in  Thucydides,  Lib.  I.  82.  is  here  of  no  ufe. 

Rom.  V.  2.  »  If  tfnttotfAtif.  Required  an  extmple  where 
this  phrafe  is  ufed  in  a  (imilar  connexion  ^\ 

Rom.  V.  4. 4^oxi/ui9), Required  an  example,  from  which  we 
might  determine  which  of  the  three  ufual  explanations  is 
mod  analogous  to  the  uTage  of  the  Greek  language.  But 
there  is  little  hope  of  an  anfwer  to  this  query^  as  ioxifAn 
feems  to  be  a  word  peculiar  to  St,  Paul  **. 

Rom-   V.   5.    nxyAnn  tv  Gfv    tKKi^vra^  tv  ra<(  xxpiixi^ 

«/A(sok  ii<t,  xffviVfAPcroi  ayiy.  We  are  generally  informed  by 
the  commentators  whence  this  expreflion  might  have 
taken  its  origin,  but  an  inftance  of  its  a£lual  ufe  would 
be  muph  more  fatisfaftory  *^ 

Rom.  vi,  ly.  ^stpaiuvxi,  £1^  tuttqi^,  on  the  fuppofition 
'  that  the  common  conftru£lion  is  the  true  one,  and  to  be 
preferred  to  the  amendment  propofed  by  Kypke  ^\ 

Rom.  viii.  ^,  5^  Can  xftpircfopiKrosi  be  here  ufed  in  the 
fenfe  of  pario,  and  did  St.  Paul  intend  to  expre(3  the  no« 
tion  of  marrying  Sin  to  bear  children  to  Death  ?  I  really 
believe  he  did  ".  See  the  43^  Sentence  of  Demophilus, 
and  Philo.de  Dei  immutabilitace,  Tom.  L  p.  273.  but 
I  wiOi  to  have  an  inft^nce  it\  which  x»^it9foftn<ra^i  itielf  i$ 
ufed. 

Rom.  Xiii.  1 2.  ovXfit  ^ct^ro;'^ 

Rom.  XV.  28.  s^paytfTctfAnoi  Auroif  rot  xo^prok^^. 

Rom.  xvi.  2^.  f%pi^ai  xmroL  *'. 

1  Cor.  iii.  I.  o-ofpxivoi  (according  to  the  bed  authorities 
for  r^pxtjcoi).  Required  an  example  of  this  word  in  a  fenfe 
fuitabje  to  the  paffage  in  Sx.  Paul  *'. 

1  Cor.  vii.  18.  #y  TOK  ToiKToic,  thefe  words  are  geri<:rally 
tranflated  *in  flich  cafes/    But  the  expreflion  i^  attended 

with 
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with  obCcurity,  which  I  wi(h  to  fee  removed  by  an  ex" 
ample**. 

2  Cor.  iv«  I.  In  (ix  manufcnpUi  among  which  are 
the  Alexandrine  and  the  Clermont,  is  read  lyxaxv/Af^^* 
This  word  is  Found  only  in  Symmachus  and  Theodotion, 
Gen.  xxvii.  46.  Numb.  xxi..  5,  Prov.  iii.  xi.  where  it 
has  the  fame  meaning  with  fxx«xii»^%  but  this  fenfe  is 
not  very  fuitable  to  the  context  of  the  prefent  paflTagc, 
for  the  two  expreflions  sx  tyxotK9fAty^  and  anitirafAi^oi  rot 
xpuflTTOB  rr.g  aitf-p^uvnc,  being  conne3ed  by  aAXa,  neceflarily 
imply  an  aniithefis,  which  can  hardly  be  difcovered  be- 
tween *  perfererance'  and  the  *  avoiding  of  infamy  ^*.* 
Perhaps  tyKaxM  is  capable  of  another  meaning,  that  of 
falling  into  evil,  which  is  analogous  to  its  derivation,  and 
M'cll  adapted  to  the  connexion^*. 

Ephef.  i.  10.  avoLKtfotXaisoircn  is  ufed  in  a  fenfe  which 
IS  hitherto  fupponed  by  mere  conjeQure*^  that  which 
is  advanced  by  Rapheli  Koppe,  and  others,  being  inap- 
plicable to  this  paffage. 

Queries  of  this  nature  will  very  frequently  occur,  in 
reading  the  New  Teftament,  to  every  man  who  is  able 
to  judge  for  himfelf,  and  therefore  capable  of  doubt. 
The  foregoing  have  been  propofed,  not  with  a  view  of 
exciting  conjedures  in  what  manner  the  feveral  pafTages 
may  be  explained,  where  we  have  no  reafon  to  complain 
of  a  deficiency,  but  in  the  hope  of  feeing  theni  con- 
firmed by  the  difcovery  of  aAual  examples,  not  merely 
fingle  words  but  entire  phrafes.  As  feveral  of  the  doubts, 
which  I  have  propofed  in  a  former  edition  of  this  work, 
I  have  been  fince  able  to  (blve,  and  omit  therefore  in 
<he  prefent,  there  is  reafon  to  believe  that  future  critics 
will  produce  a  folution  of  thofe  which  have  been  here 
enumerated,  provided  they  avoid  the  common  error  of 
expounding  what  is  clear  in  iifelf,  or  giving  a  tenth  ex- 
planation of  a  paflage  which  has  been  nine  times  ex- 
plained before,  and  diieft  their  attention,  in  studying 
the  claflic  authors,  to  fuch  words  and  phrases  of  the  New 
Teftament,  as  feave  been  hitherto  confirmed  by  no  au- 

tboriiics  ^\ 
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chap/  V. 

or  THE  QUOTATIONS  FROM  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT^  IN 

THE  NEW.      , 

•  r 

S  E  C  T.  I. 

Of  pajjages  borrowed^  or  quoted  from  the  Old  Testament 

in  general. 

WITH  refpea  to  the  paffages.  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  which  have  been  injtroduced  by  the  Apof- 
tles  and  Evangelills  into  the  writmgs  of  the  New^  an 
accurate  diilin8;ion  mud  be  made  between  fucb,  as  be^ 
ing  .merely  borrowed,  are  ufed  as  the  words  of  the 
writer  himfelF,  and  fuch,.  as  are  quoted  in  proof  of  a 
doSrine,  or  the  completion  of  a  prophecy. 

Whenever  a  book  is  the  fubjeft  of  our  daily  lefture 
it  is  natural  that  its  phrafes  fhould  occur  to  us  in  writ- 
ing, fometimes  with  a  perfetl  recolleP;ion  of  the  places 
from  which  they  are  taken,  at  other  titnes^  when  the 
places  themfelyes  have  totally  efcaped  our  memory. 
Thus  the  lawyer  quotes  the  maxims  of  his  Corpus  Juris, 
the  fphoolman  the  verfes  of  his  clafTics,  and  the  preacher 
the  precepts  of  his  Gofpel.  It  is  no  wonder  therefore, 
if  the  fame  has  happened  to  the  writers  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament,  who  being  daily  occupied  in  the  ftudy  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  unavoidably  adopted  its  niodesof  fx- 
preflBon,  or  to  (peak  niore  properly,  that  qi  the  Greek 
tranflfitionj  which  they  have  done  in  numberlefs  exam- 
ples^ where  it  is  not. perceived  by  the  generality  pf 
readerwS,  becaufe  they  are  too  little  acquainted  with  the 
3eptuagint,  The  mod  eminent  among  the  commenta- 
tors, efpecially  Wetflein,  have  taken  particular  pains  to 
m^rk  thefe  paffages ;  many  ftill  remain  to  be  noticed, 
but,  having  negleQed  in  the  courfe  of  my  reading  to 
npte  thefe  omiiTions,  I  am  unable  at  prefent  to  produce 
an  example.  An  attention  to  this  fubjed  would  be  no 
unfruitful  labour,  as  many  paffages  of  the.  New  Tefta- 
ment, that  were  before  obfcure  and  uncertaip^  b^ve  de- 
rived 


SECT.  I.         Rotations  from  the  Old  Tejiameni.  aoi 

rived  clearnefs  and  precifion  from  the  difcovery  of  thq 
places,  from  which  they  were  taken :  for,  though  a 
writer,  in  borrowing  and  appropriating  to  his  own  ufe 
the  words  of  another,  is  not  abfolutely  bound  to  apply 
them  in  the  fame  manner,  as  the  original  author,  yet. 
the  application  will  in  mod  cafes  be  the  fame.  It  has 
been  a  matter  of  difpute  among  the  learned,  what  mean- 
ing (hould  be  afcribed  to  xaS-apoi,  in  the  expreffion 
KOL^a^oi  TV  xctfiio,^  Matth.  V.  8.  who,  it  is  faid,  (hall  fee 
bod ;  and  it  has  been  commonly  interpreted  of  Chaftity, 
as  if  pure  could  have  no  other  meaning  than  chafte. 
Now  the  two  following  verfes  in  the  Pfalms,  from  which 
this  expreffion  is  taken,  render  the  whole  paflage  clear, 

Tk  CLifuSntriTPH  m  to  of  of  rs  Kvf^^}  xcti  ri;  TfinrAi  iv  ronta 
ayib)  acuTs;  A^uog  J(t^(rii  xat  xocd'a^po?  t)j  Ku^Six^  Pfal.  xxiil. 

(in  the  Hebrew  xxiv.)  3,  4.     Here-  we  muft  obferve, 
that  '  to  fee  God,'  and  *  to  (land  in  the  temple  of  God,' 
were  in  Hebrew   fynonymous,  and  a  privilege  to  be 
granted  only  to  thofe,  whofe  hearts  were  as  free  from 
evil  inclinations,  as  their  hands  from  evil  anions,  which 
notion  Chrift  undoubtedly  had  in  view,  though  he  meant 
not  to  confine  the  promife  to  the  earthly,  bdt  to  extend  it 
to  the  heavenly  temple.  In  the  fame  manner  many  doubts 
may  beremovcd  in  explaining  Matth.  v.  5.  by  referringto 
Pfalm  xxxvi.  (Heb.  xxxvii.)  11.  Recourfe'has  been  had 
to  metaphyfical  fubtlety,  in  order  to  difcovcr  the  meaning 
of  pnjbta  in  the  fentence  sx  aSijifctrns'u  vrapct  rta  ©fo)  -Grotv  pujtAw, 
Luke  i.  27.  and  it  has  been  contended  that  jujuta  there 
signifies  *  whatever  can  be  expreffed  by  words,'  confe- 
quenily  whatever  can  be  a  fubjeQ;  of  thought,  or  ens  in 
oppofiiion  to  non  ens,  which  involves  a  contradiftion, 
and  which  therefore  the  Deity  cannot  perform ;  but  we 
fhall  aQ;  more  fenfibly,  if  fetting  afide  this  refinement, 
we  refer  immediately  to  Genefis  xviii.   14.  from  which 
the  whole  expreffion  is  taken,  and  where  pu/**  conveys 
manifeftly  the  fenfe  of  *  promife  '/ 

I  have  before  obferved,  that  every  writer  is  at  liberty 
to  apply  to  his  own  purpofe  the  words,  which  he  has  bor- 
rowed from  the  writings  of  another ;  a  liberty  which  we 

firequently 
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frequently  take  in  applying  paffages  from  the  claflSc  au- 
thors. The  eleventh  verfc  of  the  thirty-fevenih  Pfalm 
above  mentioned  is  a 'defcription  of  the  general,  though 
not  neceffary  lot  of  the  virtuous,  which  paflage  is  ap- 
plied by  Chrift  probably  in  a.  determinate,  and  prophe- 
tical  fenfe,  with  refpeft  to  his  future  church;  and  the 
pafTage  in  the  twenty-fourth  Pfalm,  which  defcribes  the 
lequifites  for  a  worthy  approach  to  an  earthly  temple,  is 
applied  by  Chrift  to  a  future  approach  to  the  Deity  in 
heaven.  Ik«  /uyi  nn  waf  fauroic  ^^ovi/aoi^  Rom.  xi.  25.  is 
probably  taken  from  Prov.  iii.  7.  but  St.  Paul  means 
felf-fufficiency  in  general,*  whereas  the  text  in  the  Pro- 
verbs implies  an  oppofition  to  the  will  o^God,  (An  kt^i 

Wkhout  due  attention  to  thefe  remarks,  we  are  m 
danger  of  rendering  difficult  a  matter,  which  in  itfelf  is 
e'My.  It  is  certain,  that  Rom.  x.  18.  is  borrowed  from 
Pldlm  xix.  4.  yet  whoever  impartially  reads  the  two  paf- 
fages  muft  obferve,  'that  David  fpeaksof  the  religion  of 
nattjre,  or  as  he  expreffes  it,  the  voice  of  the  heavens, 
whereas  St.  Paul  defcribes  the  propagation  of  the  Gofpel, 
Many  ufelefs  attempts  have  been  made  in  order  to  re- 
concile thefe  two  examples,  and  to  prove  that  they  re- 
late to  the  fame  fubjeS,  either  by  making  St.  Paul,  con^ 
trary  to  the  tenor  of  the  context,  fpeak  of  natural  reli- 
gion, or  David  of  revealed  religion,  for  which  purpofe 
the  heavens,  fun,  and  ftars,  have  been  taken  in  a  myfti- 
cjI  fenfe,  to  denote  the  Church,  Chrift,  and  his  Apoftles. 
Daniel  Heinfius  very  juftly  obferves,  quod  tam  ulitatum 
eft  rot^  ff«,  ut  vix  ullus  fit  Homeri  verfus,  cujus  verba 
inutaio  lenfu  non  ufurpentur  ;  a  remark  which  is  per- 
fectly applicable  to  the  New  Teftament,  fince  the  verfes 
of  Homer  are  not  only  applied,  as  mentioned  by  Hein- 
fius, but  are  aftually  quoted  by  the  Greeks  in  confirma- 
tion of  fafls,  efpecially  by  Strabo,  as  vouchers  for  the 
iruth  of  his  geographical  defcriptions  ;  yet  no  ope  finds 
it  difficult  to  diilingiiifli  the  fimply  borrowed  paflages, 
from  fuchf  as  are  quoted  as  pWaofs,     In  borrowing  the 

words 
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words  of  a  celebrated  author,  fuch  as  Cicera  for  inftance, 
.and"  appropriating  them  to  our  own  ufe,  wc  frequently 
introduce  them  with  a  phrafe  fimilar  to  the  following, 

*  to  fpeak  in  the  words  of  Cicero,'  pr  *  as  Cicero  ex- 
prefles  it :'  the  Greeks  did  the  fame  with  rcfpeft  to  Ho- 
mer  :  and  in  the  very  fame  manner,  the  writers  of  the 
New  Teftameni,  in  borrowing  the  words  of  a  facred  au- 
thor, as  Ifaiah  for  example,  might  apply  the  formule, 

*  as  is  fpoken  by  the  prophet  Ifaiah,'  without  any  deGgn 
of  a  quotation  in  its  more  confined  meaning. 

The  prefent  fubjetl  gives  rife  to  an  obfervatiqn  re- 
fpefling  the  difference,  which  was  made  by  the  Apoftles 
and  Evangelifts  between  the  canonical,  and  apocryphal 
books  of  the  Old  Teftament.  The  latter  feem  to  have 
formed  no  part  of  their  particular  ftudy,  as  it  would  be 
difficult,  and  perhaps  impoflible,  to  produce  a  fingle  in- 
fiance  in  the  New  Teftament,  of  a  quotation  from  the 
Apocrypha,  though  numberlefs  words,  and  phrafes  arc 
common  to  both,  derived  from  the  fame  fource,  the 
Jewifh  Greek.  An  inference  deduced  from  this  remark 
will  in  thefequel  be  applied  to  the  morality  of  the  New 
Teftament.  ♦ 

In  oppofitionto  (imply  borrowed  paffages  are  under- 
ftood  quotations  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the  word,  either 
in  proof  of  a  particular  point  of  doftrine,  or  the  comple- 
tion of  a  prophecy*  In  this  cafe  I  cannot  conceive  that 
the  fimple,  and  literal  conftru6lion  of  the  quoted  paf- 
fages fliould  have  conveyed,  either  in  the  Greek  verfion 
or  in  the  Hebrew  original,  any  other  meaning,  than  that 
which  is  afcribed  to  them  by  the  writers  of  the  N«w 
Teftament,  By  the  rfebrew  original  I  underftand  not 
the  MsCbretic  printed  text,  but  the  antient  genuine  text, 
and  I  res^ly  admit,  that  the  Seventy  and  the  writers  oJF 
the  New  Teftament  had  a  more  accurate  copy,  thao 
that,  which  we  pofTefs  at  prefent ;  according  to  which 
accurate  copy,  the  quoted  paffages  muft  have  exprefled 
precifely  that  fenfe,  in  which  the  Apoftles  and  Evange- 
Jifts  have  ufed  them.  It  is  true  that  many,  who  allow 
|h<;  divinity  of  the  New  Teftament,  have  been  of  a  dif- 
ferent 
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ferent  opinion  in  andent  as  well  as  modern  times :  and 
difputes  have  arifen,  in  what  light  thefe  quotations  are 
to  be  regarded,  in  what  manner  they  are  to  be  defended, 
and  even  whether  they  afTord  not  an  argument  againft 
divine  infpiration. 

The  quotation  of  paffages'  from  the  Old  Teftament  itt  ^ 
proof  of  a  doftrine,  to  whidh  in  faft  they  have  no  rela- 
tion, was  termed  by  the  antient  fathers  oeconomia,  or 
difpehfatio^  that  is,  to  fpeak  in  plain  terms,  a  logical 
fineffe.  The  term  is  ufed  by  them  in  numberlefs  in- 
ftances,  and  whoever  is  acquainted  with  their  writings 
muft  have  obferved,  that  this  very  artifice,  which  they 
fo  much  recommend,  they  have  frequently  admitted  into 
their  own  writings,  by  no  means  to  the  honour  of  the 
caufe  which  they  undertook  to  fupport*.  I  will  mention 
a  fingle  e:8:ample  from  the  commentary  of  Jerom  on  Joel 
ii*.  Many  were  unwilling  to  admit,  that  this  chapter 
contained  a  prophecy  of  the  communication  pf  the  Holy 
Ghoft  to  the  Apoftles  on  the  day  of  Pentecoft,  which-is 
cxprefsly  aflerted  by  St.  Peter  in  the  fecond  chapter  of 
the  Afts,  on  which  fubjeft  Jerom  writes  as  follows,  alius 
vero  apoftolicae  afferit  effe  confuetudinis,  juxta  illud, 
quod  de  fanfto  viro  diftum  eft,  ^difpenfabit  fermoncs 
fuos  in  judicio  V  tit,  quidquid  utile  effe  auditoribus  ctr- 
tiebant,  et  non  repugnare  praefentibus,  de  alterius  tcm- 
poris  teftimoniis  roborarent :  non  quod  abuterentur  au- 
dientium  fimplicitate  et  imperitia,  ut  impius  calumniaba- 
tur  Porphyrius,  fed  juxta  apoftolumPaulum  prasdicarent 
opportune  importune.  Now  if  the  Apoftles^  had  really 
recourfe  to  fucn  praftices>  this  *  impius  Porphyriqs'  has 
fpoken  like  an  honeft  man,  a  cbarafter,  which  in  other 
refpeQs  we  have  no  reafon  to  refufe  him,  though  he  be- 
lieved not  the  truth  of  the  Chriftian  religion.  The  ufe  of 
the  word  oeconortiy,  and  the  application  of  the  principle 
itfelf,  has  been  revived  in  modern  times,  efpecially  by 
Dr.  Scmler  ^ 

In 

*  Tom.  Iir.  p.  1359,  cd.  Benedia. 

^  OwtrofAD^'K  Ttff  Xey^f  at^Ttf  iv  m  K^i0*f  (>  Pfalm  exit,  or^  kccording  to  the 
Septuaginti  Pf.  cxi.  5. 

6 


SECT.  i.       Quotations  from  the  Old  Tefiament.  tog 

In  the  beginning  pf  the  prefent  century  another  term 
of  apology  for  iimilar  quotations  was  introduced,  name- 
ly  Medrafh,  (B^niD)  a  word  ufcd  in  the  Jewifli  art  of 
cricicirm,  and  applied  to  cafes,  in  which  an  hidden, 
though  too  often  a  very  unnatural  meaning  was  fuppofed 
to  lie  concealed  \  The  Jews  may  be  indulged  in  their 
idle  fpeculations,  and  the  vain  glory  of  difcovering  fe- 
venty  fentences  in  a  (ingle  period ;  but  that  an  upright, 
and  impartial  lover  of  the  truth,  and  even  perfons  com* 
mifiioned  by  the  Deity  to  preach  it  to  mankind,  (hould 
have  recourfe  to  fuch  miferable  artifices,  is  a  matter  in- 
Conceivable  to  found  reafon,  which  muft  ever  retain  the 
privilege  of  deciding  on  revelation  itfelf.  Truth  admits 
of  no  reprifals,  and  the  falfe  reafoning  of  an  adverfary 
affords  no  excufe  for  admitting  it  ourfelves  :  for,  though 
it  is  lawful  in  difputation  to  turn  an  opponent's  own  ar- 
guments againft  him,  with  a  view  of  convincing  him  of 
error,,  they  are  inadmiffible  as  a  bafis  of  the  dodrine, 
which  we  intend  to  fuppprt. 

Whatever  term  be  adopted  to  apologize  for  this  mode 
of  reafoning,  whether  we  ftile  it  OBconomy  with  the 
Fathers,  or  Medralh  with  the  Jews,  I  am  unable  to 
comprehend,  how  a  fet  of  writings,  in  which  arguments 
of  this  nature  are  admitted,  can  be  thought  to  proceed 
from  the  Deity,  and  how  thofe,  who  allow  the  principle, 
can  reconcile  falfehood  with  divine  infpiration.  All  er- 
rors are  proofs  againft  the^divinity.  of  the  book,  which 
contains  them;  but  none  are  fo  inexcufable  as  an  au< 
thor's  not  underftanding  his  own  writings;  yetit  follows 
from  the  admiffion  of  the  above  premifcs,  that  the  Deity 
fpeaking  in  the  New  Teftament  mifunderftood  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Old.  The  hiftorical  miftakes  of  the  Koran, 
which  are  ufed  as  arguments  againft  its  divine  authority, 
would  be  trifles  in  comparifon  with  thcfe,  or  rather  no 
arguments  at  all,  if  the  author  pretends  not  to  infpiration 
in  matters  of  hiftory. 

But  I  am  perfuaded,  that  the  admiffion  of  this  prin- 
ciple is  without  foundation^    and  that  the   examples, 
which  are  commonly  produced,  where  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment 
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ment  is  faid  to  be  falfely  quoted  in  proof  in  the  New, 
are  not  only  capable  of  refutation,  but  often  manifeftly 
erroneous.  If  the  contrary  were  true,  it  would  be  ne- 
ccffary,  with  all  due  refpeft  for  the  Chriftian  religion, 
to  make  a  diltin£lion  between  the  three  following  cafes. 

!•  If  falfe  quotations  of  the  nature  above  defcfi bed 
could  be  difcovered  in  a  book,  whofe  canonical  autho- 
rity is  called  in  queftion,  they  mud  be  regarded  as  hu* 
man  errors,  and  the  divinity  of  the  book  icfelf  be  aban- 
doned, without  derogating  from  the  dignity  of  the  re- 
maining parts  of  the  New  Tettament.  For  inftance, 
Profeffor  Ebcrhard,  in  his  Apology  of  Socrates,  contends 
that  pnVO^D,  Pfal.  ex.  4.  fignifies  not  Melchifedeck, 
but  rex  juftus.;  now  if  this  were  true;  we  muft  unavoid- 
ably give  up  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  in  which  the 
moH:  important  conclufions  are  drawn,  from  a  falfe  ex- 
planation, which  might  be  done  without  injuring  the 
reft  of  the  New  Teftament,  as  this  epiftle  belongs  not 
to  the  clafs  of  the  ojuoXoysjtuva.  But  at  prefent  I  can  fee 
no  reafbn  for  having  recourfe  to  fuch  meafures,  as  the 
aflertion  of  Eberhard,  who  is  more  celebrated  for  his 
philofophical  penetration,  than  his  knowledge  of  Hebrew, 
not  only  remains  to  be  proved,  but  militates  againft  the 
accuracy  of  grammar,  for  pHlf  ^Vo  fignifies  rex  juftus, 
whereas  the  interpofition  of  the  Jodcolliquefcentiac  con- 
verts the  expreffion  into  a  proper  name  ^  Similar  to  this 
c^fe  is  A£is  i.  20.  in  which  is  quoted  Pfalm  cix.  8.  not 
by  the  writer  of  the  Afts  of  the  Apeflles,  but  by  St. 
Peter,  at  a  time  when  the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  were 
not  yet  communicated,  and  therefore  infpiration  could 
not  pofSbly  have  taken  place.  .  See  the  Reniarks  on  the 
hundred  and  ninth  Pfalm,  p.  243  ^  Againft  the  two 
fi.rft  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  which  may  be  feparated 
from  the  reft  of  the  Gofpel,  weighty  objeftions  of  this 
kind  have  likewife  been  made,  and  have  hitherto  re- 
mained unanfwered.  See  the  Introdu6iion  to  the  Gof- 
pel of  St.  Matthew  in  thefecond  part  af  this  work. 

2.  If  fuch  quotations  could  be  difcovered  even  in 
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thofe  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  belong  to  the 
«/*oAoy»jtA8»«,  the  confequence  would  ftill  follow,  that  thev 
were  not  infpired  by  the  Deity,  though  no  inference 
could  be  drawn  that  the  Apoftles  were  not  preachers  of 
a  divine  religion,  and  commiffioned  for  that  purpole  by 
Chrift  himfelf.  See  Above,  ch.  iii.  feft.  1.  Compare 
likewife  John  xlx.  35 — 37.  with  my  remarks  on  the 
refurreQion  7. 

3.  Were  it  poffible  to  (hew,  that  the  very  author  of 
our  religion,  who  ordered  the  precepts,  which  he  tauj^ht 
to  be  regarded  as  commands  of  the  Deity,  had  made  a 
MTong  application  of  a  text  of  the  Old  Teftametjf,  it 
would  follow  that  he  was  not  infallible,  and  that  ChriOi*. 
aniiy  iifelf  was  falfe.  But  I  iVill  borrow  an  example 
from  Eberhard's  Apology*,  and  examine  whether  the 
charge  be  really  founded.  He  compares  Matthew  xvii. 
10,  II,  12,  with  Malachi  iv.  5.  and  is  of  opinion,  fhac 
the  latter  paflage  has  no  reference  to  John  the  Baptift,  but 
only  to  forae  patriotic  Ifraeliie^  who  lived  before  the  Ba- 
bylonifb  captivity,  and  attempted  to  reform  the  morati 
of  his  countrymen;  and  that  the  word  D^n  can  be  ap- 
plied only  to  the  deftruQion  of  Jerufalem  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. If  the  matter  were  really  fuch,  as  the  Profeffor 
has  reprefented  it,  no  other  refource  would  remain,  than 
10  conclude  with  Porphyry,  that  the  Chriftian  religion 
were  an  impofture.  But  the  whole  argument  of  Et^er- 
hard  is  without  foundation,  as  Malachi  lived  long  after 
ibe  time  of  the  Babylonifh  captivity,  and  his  prophecies 
are  therefore  inapplicable  to  events  preceding  that  pe- 
riod *. 

Between  (imply  borrowed  pafTages,  and  fuch  as  are 
quoted  in  proof,  there  \%  a  third  kind  which  hold  a 
middle  rank,  and  confift  of  moral  fentences  chiefly  bor- 
rowed from  the  Proverbs  of  Solomon.  This  book  h 
frequently  quoted  by  the  Apoftles,  who  confidercd  ir  as 
a  tieafure  of  revealed  morality,  from  which  the  Chrifli- 
ans  were  to  derive  their  rules  of  condufct,  and  the  cano- 
nicai  authority  of  no  part  of  the  Old  Teftament  is  fo  ra- 
tified by  the  evidence  of  quotations,  as  that  of  the  Pro- 
verbs. 

•Vol.  n.  p.  315-318. 
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verbs.  But  it  is  Tcmarkatte,  rhatihie  Wffdom  of  Jefus 
theSonof  Siracb,  which  has  fa  ftrikihg  an  affinity  with 
the  book  of  Proverbs,  is  not  quoted  in  a  fingle  inftarice 
by  the  Apoftles  and  Evangeiifts,  and  th*  difference  be- 
tween  canonical  and  apocryphal  is  no  where  fo  ftrongly 
marked,  as  in  this  example.  We  may  hence  infer,  that 
every  commentator  on  the  Greek  Tellament  ought  to 
be  intimately  acquainted  with  the  Septuagint  verfion  of 
the  book  of  Proverbs,  and' that  every  Chriftian  divine 
Ihould  confider  it  as  the  chief  fource  of  fcriptural  mo- 
fality.      . 

'  It  is  true,  that  the  paflages,  which  the  Apoftles  hav^ 
quoted  from  the  Proverbs,  feem  generally  applied  as 
commands  bf  the'Deity,  or  as  proofs  of  fome  moral  doc- 
trine 5  and  even  when  a  moral  philofopher  applies  the 
words  of  another,  whom  he  believes  not  to  be  infpired; 
he  is  fuppofed  to  afcribe  to  them  an  authority  bordering 
on  demonftration.  But  unlefs  it  be  exprefsly  mention* 
ed,  that  the  quoted  pafTage  is  ^dually  intended  as  a 
proof,  the  writer,  who  makes  the  quotation,  is  at  liberty 
to  ufe  the  words  of  his  favourite  author,  in  expreilinga 
.  moral  truth,  though  the  words  in  the  original  bad  a  dif- 
ferent application.  This  will  be  rendered  more  inteU 
Hgible  by  the  following  example. 

ITf 0V08  xaAa  lytavioy  Ku^ts  xat  oty^mTcm^   Prov.  ill.   4.  is 

a  maxim  worthy  of  a  place  in  acolleftion  of  divine  pre- 
cepts, and  is  twice  applied  by  St.  Paul  with  great  judge- 
ment. The  firft  example  is  2  Cor.  viii.  21*  where  he 
exprefles  his  own  unwillingnei^,  and  that  of  his  immediate 
friends,  to  carry  to  Jerufalem  the  contributions  of  the 
Macedonians  for  their  brethren  in  Judea,  without  being 
attended  by  perfons  deputed  from  the  different  commu- 
nities^ who  might  bear  witnefs  to  the  uprigbtnefs  of  his 

C0ndu3;,  v^okos/Mfkot  x«Xa  a  fMVQv  syoiirisv  Ku^is^  «AX»  uMPtyta^ 

iriev  avb^wir^^  nobis  bene  profpicere  volentes  coram  Deo, 
et  coram  bominibus;  it  being  the  duty  of  every  man, 
and  of  St.  Paul  in  particular,  not  only  to  have  a  confcience 
void  of  offence,  but  to  guard  his  reputation  againft  the 
fufpicion  of  the  world.  The  other  iaftance  of  the  appli- 
cation 
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cation  of  theie  words,  is  Rom.  stii.  17.  where  St.  Paul 
obferves,  ibat  ^  we  ought  to  recompenfe  evil  with  good/ 
v^oyovpik^i  nntKoL  ifUTtow  vft»r«ir  atd'f»v«ir,  lis  re  bus  Operam 
dantes,  qus  omnibus  hominibus  pulchra  videntur.  This 
is  a  morality  worthy  oF  a  divine  Apoftle,  and  the  nobleft 
revenge,  which  can  be  taken  of  an  enemy.  But  the 
queftion  is,  whether  the  words  in  the  original  Hebrew 
convey  the  fame  meaning,  as  is  given  them  by  St.  Paul : 
a  queftion,  which  I  fhould  anfwer  in  the  negative.  It  rs 
true^  that  St.  Paul  has  the  authority  oFthe  Seventy,  who 
rhave  taken  the  Hebrew  words  in  this  fenfe,  arid  have 
tranflated  VdSS^,  as  if  it  were  an  imperative,  but  in  my 
tranflation  of  the  Bible,  I  have  adhered  rather  to  the  He- 
brew original '.  The  decifion  of  this  point  I  leave  to  the 
learned,  but  in  whatever  manner  it  be  determined,  it  no 
way  afife6l9  the  authority  of  St.  Paul,  who,  in  deKvering 
a  moral  dodrine,  was  at  liberty  to  clothe  it  in  the  words 
beft  adapted  to  his  purpofe,  were  they  even  the  refult  of 
ao  error  in  the  Alexandrine  tranflators. 
.  As  numerous  pafTages,  which  are  borrowed  fromtheOId 
Teftament,  have  been  overlooked  by  the  critics,  fo  they 
on  the  other  hand  have  pretended  to  difcover  quotations^ 
where  there  is  no  ground  for  the  fuppofiiion,  and  have 
attempted  to  reconcile  examples,  where  no  reconciliation 
is  required.  Thus  St.  Paul  is  faid  to  have  taken  i  Cor. 
i:  ^o.  from  Ifaiah  xxxiii.  it.  where  the  whole  fimilarity 
confifts  in  the  three-fold  repetition  oF  *  where  is?' 


SECT.       II. 

Of  quotations  in  prorf  of  doFirines^  ^r  tJje  eompklion  of  pr^ 
phccies^  of  the  drffiadtics  attending  tbem^  and  in  what 
mimtter  thefe  difficulties  may  pojjibly  he  removed. 

I  HAVE  obferved  in  the  preceding  feOion,  that  quo- 
tations,  in  the  more  immediate  and  proper  fenfe  oFrhe 
word,  muft,  according  to  their  literal  and  grammatical 
conftrufilion  \  convey  precifely  the  fame  meaning  in  the 

O  Old 
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9^4  J^ft^W^  ??  i»  given j?)€m  in  Ojo  New^  cHb«rw)fe 

^?fir^5Wi'r^  n^^  divinely JnfpiM.   .  NQiCic^ 

di^^  43;  9|4(iii(npJ^,  Wlqfs  w?.  .at  qncc.  allow  ,;h«ii...the 
Ct^nftiapr^yeJatipniis.  iocapaWe  of  beingitaed  iiy  ;TttJe¥ 
as  fevere,?s  tl^oife  which  are,  uiHvci-faUy  *ppiie4  iP  O)^ . 

^^iJwtvgfea^fJi^Iidepcc  Ia  tcquifite  on  our  pari;  ii>  piiir 
5r|ffi[;9i,exDlaJnj^tipDs.prthe.pld  Tefta^nem^  nor  a^ftwe. 
iipjjiediat^lX  qo^cludf^  .th^^  an  Apoft^e  baf  inadei  a,  falife. 
qn^apipiK,  ,j?a^ufe  he  l?^s  appJicd^  paffage.  ig  the.  OW 
Jpftanveja^  in^a^  iepfe  whicb»  ^cording  tao^rj^dgesne^it 
HK^^P^'^PVf^Wv  OjUr  .oy«Jgn<w^?nce  jp^y.be  the 
caiif^  oli^h^  feefl^ng  iippto4)i|i^ty,}.afld  ^te^^ 

a^iusl.qLTCriqHCSr  ^d,  ai^ipqre^  B[ifa}ate  invfftigaw^ w 
Uje;fu|y/3^^:  jthax  ip^^y.p^ff^gps^,  ^hkh  oth^y;  crj|^c%^> 

ij^elUf  W.fel^  R?id.^^^!^^  ^9^  lalfe^quptatijan^ir  were  yw 
pfppprty .c;itqd  %  ^he  App^^lc^  t  lijnft  thatluj^re  cf^^^^ 

Tfijtm.^Wp  ^>M^^  the  dwbtsj^p  ^|?e,f€^e??anip|q$  !¥%«:> 
reniain.  The  reajder  Wf U  fir?d  a^/i^iptarJkaible  inftaw^e  19 
RpffliK^F-  7^  9Pjpjpar)^  with  D^w^rwoipy  :?C3C5^  i  |.T-:t4. 
'^%'^Y  ^PP^  W^^P  J^owth'snintb  kaurp  p.e^^^  jRo;^ 
|^ebc?ppruxp.*;,,p?apy,9iher. fqluti^j?;?  hnvc  Q(yyiCT«i;^^(? 
Wg,  bjutil  will  npietotipp  qnly  pfl^  .w.hic^  j[elates^^. jtq  |l^e  fer 
?;Pad  cbap^. ojf  ^t.  M^tfljewai  ijft  )lY)vicb » I  ft^ll  ,i^fi ,  |pfc 
^cufe^  o|,p^rtiamy,  a^.jjt  j^i  kno;wn4b^t  J  enwrWffli:.gre3(« 
lipyl)^  on,  th^,  ^Mtl^epticMy.qf  ,tbeK.<wo  fj^^ft^hapief s  qf 

this;  Qcrfp^lp.  ...   ^   ;  >      -  ^  •.;    ;/■    .,  .    ,,...,;,.    r^.r-^.i   -ri 

Jeremiah  9(x?^u  15«  k^uoted  Maubt  ii.  i^niSy  aa:£i 
Mpphepy  pf  ibP.m?ife?,,flC.jhp.<*ildren^ 
3ut  the  learned  have,  been  or  upixnpn9.tha(  the  >«^9^d»  of 
Jcrcmiab  bavfs  no  rf  ^repjce  fq  tbie  tune  pf  Hei-qd^  \^\j^ 
merely  tp  the  iE^abylonilh  cfitHiviity/  After  baying,  lafig 
fubicribed  (9  this  opiniQA^  I  w<a^  induced  jto  wayer  in  i|  by 
the  difcoyery  of  the  circumftance,  th^t  the  Jews, tb^^* 
feiyes  reifbr  the. pr9pJbecytp.^4muGl^  later  p^fipd\th4n^t 
lfa![>y|9^.9?ptivi.^^  5^n4 . apply  ix  ^^tl?ejag<^<^f,5^ef^^ 
^  qn4  Hadfisin?,,,  Jerpp^,  iP|hf&r^pE^fk^,9nJef„^3^^^ 

jf?r^s  ^  io\\oyf^rm^m^^^9^^^P^^  bpnc..loc\ifp  A^iiUj 
.  terpretantur,  quod  capta  Hierofolyma  fubVeipafiano  per 
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baiicvtam  Gazam  et  Alexandriam  infinitii  millia  cjapti-"" 
vof um  Roman  direSa  funt.  Alii  vero  quod  uUitna'cap- 
tivitate  fub  Hadriano,  quandoct  arbs  Jerufalem  fdbverfa' 
eftjinhumerabilispopulusdiverfeaetatlsctutriufqufefexas' 
in  inercato*Ter€binthi  nundinatus  fit  ♦.  Et  rdcirco  e^tfe-' 
crabile  efle  Judaeis  tnercatum  celeberriroum  vifere.  Now' 
the  tomb  of  Rachel  lay  clofe  toahe  road,  >A?hich  Jerom 
meant  by  the  words  banc  viam,  which  was  the  coinniori 
road  leading  from  Jerufalem  to  Gaza  and  Alexandria;- 
By  mercatus  Terebinthi  is  generally  underftood  the  Te* 
cebhithus  near  Hebron,  but  rn  that  cafe  the  Jews  could 
never-have  admitted  this  explanation,  as  Hebron  lay  at' 
a  diftante  from  the  tom^b  of  Rachel.  Here  is  undoubt- 
edly naeatit  the  Terebinthus  Tabor  mentioned  i  Sam.  x;' 
2$  3*  adjoifrrng  to  which  wz^  the  tomb  of  Rachel,  and 
which  is  cxtH^at  prefent  the  Terebinth  of  tbe  Virgin 
Mary*,  aa  ipithet  borro^red  from  a  thrtftian  legend. 
Th**flrft  Explanation  of  the  prophecy  which  is  mentioned 
by  Jcfomj'  is  that  Avhich  was  generally  adttiitted  irt  the 
^kne  of  Jofephosj  who  on  this  oceafion  ha^  the  follow- 
ing remark,  %m%  rittrvuV  iip*yi(M,m  ytifafAnftt  aXtdiriv^  tmy  tf  fi^- 

tif^iunwxificiPy  Antiquit.  X.5.1.  fignifying  chat  it  rd'ated 
not  only  to  AeBabylonifh  captivity,  but  likewffe  to  the 
deftrd£lidn- of  Jerufalem  by  Tittis.  The  coincidence  of 
the 'explanation  given  by  jfofephos,  and  by  th6  Jewy  of 
the  fifth  century j  with  the  appfication  of  the  prophecy  in 
the  fecond  chapter  of  St.  Matthew,  firft  induced  me  to 
^  fiifpe3  that  the  opinion,  to  which  I  had  fubfcribedj  was 
falfe.  The  fcries  of  misfortunes,  which  happened  to  the 
Jewrfh  nation  from  the  lime  of  Pompey  to  that  of  Ha-^. 
drian,  might  be  very  properly  figured  by  the  the  tears  of 
Rachel,  who  is^  represented  as  raifir^g  her  head  from  the 
grave,  and  wfeeping  over  the  future  fate  of  ber  unfortu- 
nate pfOMny.  The  image  is  highly  fuitable  to  the  oc- 
eafion,  rorttrimy^fcencs  of  mifery  were  difplayed  in  ttie 
neighbourhood  of  the  place  wherer  Rachel  was  buried,  as 
tbe  cruel  government  of  Herod,  the  maflacre  of  ehiidreri 
lit  BetMfeh^m^and  t^  ftill  grcatet  barbarities  commfttefl 

/  *  See  Troilo's  Tra^eU » ,  p.  S8«, 
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of  i.  prcf^^j?^/but^,tojaj5C^«P0ri^  the*  wowk  erf"  ifce 

,prO|^^;i^%tbje  p|iL<fe»^€harafter^,the  J<w^,  of  ivbich 

ihey.'wfcfe  jwerfeaiy.  (Jefcfipti^^^         In,  the  chroDi^le  of 

'Diofiyfiu$^*pafliig!es^in  which  we  m^y  obferve  the  man- 

Mnof  expi(effi^  ufedby  the  3yrian$  cmfimUar  ocqafions. 

AffE^^HPS)  BiChapof  Edefifa^  having  been. obliged  to  quit 

th^  <:ity,  \xk  conieq^ence  of  a  dangerous  floods  which  the 

populace  <;fipridered  as  a  punifliroent  infii^d  by  the 

J>eity'for  the^beiierodoxy  of  Uieir  bifhop,  fled  to  Antioch, 

ivhe^e  h0  was  i^cdved  with  open  arms  by  the  Patriarch, 

ivbo^oi^Ui^f^  him  to  the  epifcopal  throne  and  addreffed 

tlieinhajb^taots^.  of  ib^  city.%(woia^  ^i^I^  >^^<<i^) '  be- 

.llojdtb^  fi^fOnd  Noah,  who  lik/ehim  has  been  deli  vered  in 

an  ark  fron^  a^&cond  delu^'  This  b  nothing  more  than 

the  borrowing  an  iaiage^  in  order  to  repr^fent  ^  fa£l  in 

ftronger  coWurs,  oig  what  is  called  aocommod^tioa^ 

But  the  queition  ftUl  remain  to  be  anfwered^  whether 
(his. convenient  principle  .of  accommodation  is  appli- 
•  cable  .to  chofe^e^camples  in  which  .are  ufedihe  (Iroog  ex* 
preffions,  .'  then  wa^  fulfilled  that  which  wa^  fpoken  by 
>  fhe  prophetf'  or  ^  this  was  done  that  it  might  be  fulfilled, 
^    which  was  fpoken  by  the  prophet/     Wetftein  in  his  note 
10  Matth*.  i.  22,  in  fuppprt  qf  this  principle:  has  pro- 
duced an  ej^ample  from  ^phrem  Syrus,  but  no  one  has 
tre^ed  the  fubjed  ^ith  .fo  much  ability,  as  Sykes  jin  the 
third  fefElion  of  i\}^  Introdu6tion  prefixed  IQ  his  Para* 
,  pbrafe  and  Notes  upon  the  £pi(l{e  to  the  Hebrews^  He 
appeals  to  timiiar  exprefllons  in  other  wfkersi  but  the 
authority  of  Jerqm,  whom  he  quotes  among  the  reft,  is 
here  of  little  weight,  lor  tbou^  the  learned  father  was 
critically  accurate  in  matters  of  philology,  he  allows  him- 
felf  all  poffible  latitude  in  allegorical  explanations.    The 
examples  which  he  has  taken  from  Eptphanius'  and 
Olympiodorus^are  indeed  more  important,  but  very  far 

from 

'<;ap.l  '    '  '  :     /        '  [  '  '  " 

T«  xa»  a«o  yXvaaiH  fbdHTOf  7V;xmif  ^iiy  av^n» 

Olympiodori  Vita  Plktoms. 


frombdftg  eoual  in  ftfieAg€bt6  ttet^IJte8l0^,'^  thaitit 
might  be  kAml&i  whkh' wad  Ip5kdn%.  tM  p#6|^^ 
I  caution  any  one^  and  fky,  ^  Let  not'that  teliilfilll(drih 
thee/  the  caution  hfeif  itkvpli^s  thai^he  y^oid^MnAUh 
I  aHude  are  no  prophecy:  the  PifoVetb^  oF  SdlbmoA^ 
which  are  quoted  by  Epiphanius,  cotiftain  otkly  Qftitbtl^s 
of  morality,  and  can  have  no  referefncc  to  prophecy  ^  'Ifivd 
with  rerpe£l  to  the  expreiSqn  of  Olympfodoms,  k'itf  of^a 
totally  different  nature.  However  wilting,  I  am  yist  tiii- 
able  to  perfuade  myfeif  that  Marth.  i.  62;  iu- 15^  47. 
were  intended  by  the  writer  as  mere  accommodlitlons  ^. 
•Yet,  in  certain  cafes,  it  feems  alttioft-tteceflWy  to  h^e 

^  recouf  fe  to  this  convenient  mode  of  eiipl(itiatk>n,  for  ili- 
"ftance  John  xtii.  18.  ^  tfaat^be  fcripcuremay  be  fuMHi^, 
he  that  i^ateth  bread  with  me  bath  lifted  up  bis  h^iei 
agaii^ft  liie;*  for  this  quotadon  is  taketi  from  the Ibtty- 
ikftpfalmi  Which  can  have  no  reference  dther'to  Ghrift 
or  to  Judas.  The  (ame  principle  might  be  applied  16  a 
fimilar  paflTage,  John  xvii^  tH.  if  the  phrafe  « tf«f^  'irAn. 
f«9^  muft  necenarily  be  referred  to  the  words  immedi- 

'  ately  preceding,  tiamely,  Son  of  perdition,  and  if  the 
/lubtatioh  itfetf  be  borrowed  from  the  41ft.  or  109th.. 
PfaUn:  butin  thefe  Pfalms  nafath  eKpreffion  is  found, 
as^  •hone  of  them  is  loft,'  and  *  fon  of  perdition.-  I 
wbuM  therefore  refer  It  to  the  words  *  thofe  which  thou 
gaveft  me  I  have  kept/  and  fuppore  that  Chrid  made 
ailufioti  to  Zachariah  xiii.  7*  and  ifaiafa  viii.  18.  where 
this  very  expreffion  is-  ufed  ■^. 

.!    ,"..'•.  's  -E  c'  .T.  ■  m.. 

t 

,  Tib^  OldTeflamciU  is  quoted  vnyfrequent^f^  hut  mt  ai'^ys^ 
;<  from  the  Septmgint. 

IT  IS  univerfally  known,  tbat^he  quotatidnf*  hi  the 
New  Teftament  are  commonly  taken  from  thd  Sep- 
tuagint^  a  verfion  in  general  tife  ainohg'the  Chrlffians 
who  under ftood  Greek.  Theqnly,c:?^c^ptiQn^9,beniade, 


j^  J^rom,  haf  jn.  feyeral  ^Jacc«  abfcfvef},  is  to  the  Gofp^l 
of  St.  M^uhc.>a,  bccapfe  he.V/rpic  |a  FJqbrpjvj  and  the 
(Sreieki^f  pd^tpr  of  his  Gofpel,  inftqidpf  conruUing  the 

Scpfiiuig^qt,^tranfljaste4  frequently  tjixi^  Hebr<ew  yprd^  .as 
\ifSi  fpijin4.thQin  in  Use  original  of  St«,  Mauhew  i  yet  ^he 
qpols).tiqns  ij>  xhi$  Gofpelcorifefpopd  in  feveral  inftanc^s 
^uh  the  Greek  verfu>ii.  .  If,  we  ^^cepl  (wo  doubtful  p^f- 
fygl^  C)b*  xxvL  3i«  xxvkL  9^  they  are  nearly  in  the  fpU 
lo>viag.prppor,iion. 

.,  Tl^e  S^^piyagipt  is  quoted  Maiih.  iv.  4.  ^.  xiii,  15.  a 
rexpark^le  p^if^g^^  whic|i  will  be  examined  in  the  fe- 
^d^.ajs  St;  Jobp  ha«.  given  bis  owp  ,trapflatipn,  xv.  7, 
?»  9^, where  the  Seventy  differ  from  .the  Maforetic  read- 
ing xxi,  13,  16.  41^  ,xxii- 44*^  xxyii^  35.  ,Jn  feveral 
py^Xr  exapfiples  there  i^  a  fmall  deviation  frooi  the  Sep- 
iMagirit,  which  relates  only  to  iingle  words,  and  which 
perhaps  would  vanifh,  if  the  various  readings  of  the  Sep^ 
PMgipt  and  the  Ne)v  Teft^oi/ent  were  carefully  collated 
mkU  each  other,  namely,  Mauh;  Ui.  3.  iv.  4,-6,  7*  1^ 
where  (ao^  \$  alfo  wanwng  in  the  Hebrew,  ix.  ij;  where 
the  difference  confifls  in  a  (ingle  letter',  xxtv.  15. 

Mgny  paffages,  on  th^  contrary,  are  undoubtedly  not 
taken  from  the  Septuagjnt,  or  at  leaft,if  the  Greek  ^ran^ 
lator  recotlefled  the.wordfrof  theAkxiuidrine  veiiion,^]^ 
has  given  them  with  conddeifable  alterations*  Wcmay 
divide  (hem  into  two  different  claffes,  1.  Wheie  the  eh»^ 
jeft.  of  the  quotation  rendered  a  deviation  from'tHe  §ep- 
tuagint  neceffary,  a,  Whe|[e  the  words  of  the  Septwagjni 
would  have  anlwercd  the^purpofe  as  well  afr  a  new  trans- 
lation. To  the  fifft  €]^  belong  the  following  examples, 
Waith.  ii.  15*".  viii,  17*.  xii.  17 — ai*,  in  which  cafes 

every 

/ 

i  Sc^  iny  Critical  Lc^vrc^  on  the  1 10th  Pfalin,  p.  480 ^. 

'  k  The  LXX  have  rn  tikw  mtu,  Hofea  xi.  }.  which  U  inapplicable  to  the 
parpofir^of  the  Evangrlift.       ^       . 

1  The  LXX  have  notiOrc^smiKc,  Tfaiah  liii.  4.  but<«^K^Tfc«c« 
>n  Thi^  whole  pafTage  id  fo  ccA  riipte3  in  the  Septuagint,  by  the  Inieition  of 
the  names  Jacob  and  lAael,  Iaxa^C  •  t7AK  i*^  ctfrih,r>-i^ofA»kf  ca^e^    Iff^anX 
t  ixXixT*^   fAH  «r^«(7i^&{ale  at'lov  ri  if'^X^  ^*'>   Ifaiah  xlii.   %,  that  k  Cttvkl 
not;  without  alteration,  have  been  applied  to  thrift. 
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every  writer  of  the  New  Teftam^nt  wpu'Id  havd  bceno^- 
liged  to  depart  from  (he  vcrfion  of  the  Scv(Jnty,  pnlefs 
he  had  chofen  to  defeat  the  purpofe  for  v?hich  he  made 
the  quotation.  But  the  laft  of  thefe  ex^mple5?  which, 
with  the  omiflion  only  of  two  jjipords  jnferted  by  thfe 
Seventy,  might  have  perfeSJy  anfwered  the  end  of.  the 
Evanoelift,  is  fo  altertd  as  toha76  hardly  any  ftmilarity 
with  the  Greek  verfion".  To  the  fecond  clafs  belong  the 
following  paflageS)'  in  which  the  words  of  tlie  Septua- 
gint,  though  fully  adequate  to  the  purpofe,  are  neglefted, 
tjamely,  ch.  i.  2j.  iv.  14 — 16,  xi.  10.  xiii,  37.  xxi.  4. 

It  appears  therefore,  thai  St.  Matthew,  or  his  Greek 
tranflator,  was  acquainted  with  the  vcrfion  of  the  Seven- 
ty, that  he  has  quoted  it  fomctiraes. accurately,  fame*- 
times  merely  from  memory^  and  at  other  time^  given  a 

new,. 

•  That  the  reader  may  be  able  to  fee  at  a  fingle  view  in  what  refpe^ 
the  text  of  the  LXX  agrees  with  that  of  St.  Matthew,  and  in  what  it  dif- 
fers from  it,  I  *wiU  fubjoin  both,  and  print  in  capitals  the  words  in 
which  they  agree.  Thtf  text  of  St.  Mattiiew,  according  to  Wetftcm*» 
edition-  is,  »^  O  nAlS  MOT  ov  vi^inc-a,  O  ayawuro?  MOT,  f»f  •»  it;- 
i)in»(70  H  rr^H  MOT.  ^ytav  Tp  HNETMA  MOT  EC*  ATTON  nat 
KPI£IK  TdlS  EQNEXlN  awaJV«^«*»  Ovk  t^t<rn  OTAE  x^avyaviu  OT- 
A£  attfo-ti  Ti?  It  raif  -BrX^TciaK  tI"  ^ft'i'i'  ATTOT*  KAAAMON  O'V^rt" 
T^i/A/AfMf  OT  Kortain'  KAl  AINON  rv^ofAitov  OT  SBESEI,  9vq  an 
ixC^i)  fK  »**«?  Tn»  KPIIINT*     KAI   if   Tfl  ONOMATI  ATTOT  E©NH 

E  AniOTZI. 

The  text  of  the  Septuagint,  according  to  the  edition  of  Bos,  is  laxtfC 
0  IIAIX  MOT  a/lt^jjA^o/xat  avT».  I<7pflH3X  O  exXex%(  MOT.  «r^««rJ»|«% 
att/Tdi  H  I'TXH  MOT.  i^x«  TO  HNXTMA  MOT  EO*  ATTON>  KPaWT 
T012  E0NEE1N  i|o»crn.  Ov  xtx^ajirai  OTAE-  (»Mi(rf».  OTAE  axMo-S^i- 
cTfTai  «|ft>  *»  9w»ij  ATTOT.  KAAAMCW  TiSA««r/ixM'ov  OT  ffW»Tg»iJ/iu 
KAl  AINON  K»vvi^oii.i¥^9  OT  XBEIEI.  aXXa  ft;  a'Kr^tia.f  e^oKTii  KPI- 
21N.    KAI  ivi  TO  OMOMA TI  ATTOT  E0N1H  EAniNOTXi. 

Here  it  is  evident,  that  the  words  in  which  they  agree,  were  either 
unavoidable,  or  fuch  as  muft  natiu-ally  occur  to  every  tranflator,  and  that 
the  two  tranflations  are  wholly  independent  of  each'  other.  But  what  is  an 
extraordinary  circumftauce,  where  Q^^K  ^n^\^^ty)  ^aiids  in  our  pccfent 
Hebrew  text,  both  tranflatioiis  have  ry  oj-oj^oli  at/lw  •Onj>  a»  if  the  copy  of 
the  Hebr«w  Bible  ufcd  by  the  Seventy,  as  well  as  thai,  from  which  St 
Matthi^  toclc  his  quotation,  had  D^1>')l!Dtf21< 
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.«cwi.  and  even  more  har(h  tranQitfioo  of  ihe  Hcbreur 
than  that  which  the  Seventy  havegivco^  Though  thefamc 
remark  may  be, applied  \o  the  other  writer?  of  the.Kew 
Teftameat, 'I.  confine  it  at  prefem  to  the  Gofpel  of  5^- 
Matthew,  whiqh  mufl;yke  feparately  confidered,  bccanfe 
it  contains,  without  any  obvious  reafon,  feveral  very 
remarkable  deviations  from  the  ^ptuagint^  and  becaide 
ihe  antient  Chriftian  writers  diftinguifh^  this  Gofpel 
from  the  reft  as  it  was  written  originally  in  Hebrew,  and 
it  could  not  be  reafonably  expefte^d  that  the  Greek  traaf- 
lator  ihould  confult  the  .Alexandrine  verfion  on  every 
quotation. 

With  refpeft  to  the  other  writers  pf  the  New  Tefta- 
.  mem,  it  is  certain  that  they  have  quoted  in  nK)ft  in- 
'  ilances  from  the  Septuagjnt,  even  where  the  tranflation 
iirom  the  Hebrew  is  inaccurate,  but  where  the  errors  are  of 
fuch  a  nature  as  not  to  weaken  the  proofs,  for  which  they 
are  alledged.  This  has  been  ufed  as  an  argument  again(( 
divine  infpiratlon,  but  the  argument  is  without  fpunda- 
tion,  for  the  proof  depends  not  on  all  the  words  of  the 
qpot^tion,  but  fimply  on  tbofe  few  which  are  immedi* 
aiely  applicable  to  the  fubjeft :  the  reft  are  introdu^ced 
merely  on  account  of  the  connexion,  and  that  the  reader 
may  more  eafily  refer  to  the  paffages  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment^  from  which  they  are  taken.  Werauft  recoUe^that 
the  Apoftles  wrote  for  the  ufe  of  communities,  who  were 
ignorant  of  Hebrew,  and  for  whom  therefore  it  was  necef- 
fary  to  refer  to  the  Greek  verfion,  which  was  generally 
read^.  flad  they  given  a  new  arid  more  accurate  tranflation 
according  to  the.H*ebre\y,  the  reader  would  not  haveknowh 
what  paff^ge  they  intended  to  quote;, and  had  tl>^y.i  ,on 
the  other  hand,  in  retaining  the  words*  of  the  Septuagini, 
taken  notice  of  each  inaccuracy,  it  would  have  heen:an 
ufelefs  oftentation  of  learning,  and  they  woulc^  haVe;  di- 
verted the  attention  of  the  reader  from  the  tnain  objeQ: 
to  the  coniideration  of  triflcsl  We  cwfur^  the  clergy  in 
^he  prefent  age,  when  tHey  endeavour  in  the^  pulpit  to 
make  unneceCTary  corredions  of  oUr  common  tranflation 
of  the  Bible,  but  iris  more  excufabte  in  them,  than  it 

would 
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wouldhave  been  in  tji^e  Apoftles^  as  it  is  the  o^ice  of  the 
fohner  to  explain  the  facred  writings,  ^i^hereas  the  objeft 
of  the  Apoftles  and  Evarigeh'fts  Vas  not  to  expound  the 
Old  "Teftament,  but  to  apply  it  in  confirmation  of  the 
Kew.  Another  reafon  is  the  mode  of  quotation  itfelf, 
which  neither  was  ribr  could  be  made  according  to  chapter 
and  verfe ;  and  the  words  themf^lves  being  the  only  direc- 
tion for  finding  the  paDTage,  from  which  they  were  taken, 
a  deviation  from  the  common  reading  would  have  left 
the  reader  in  total  ignorance.  In  the  moral  fentbnces 
of  the  New  Teftament  I  have  obferved  examplfes, 
where  the  Proverbs  of  Solomon,  though  not  verbally 
quoted,  are  at  lead  applied  according  to  the  meaning 
in  the  Septuagint,  even  where  that  meaning  is  different 
fronj  the  fenfe  conveyed  by  the  Hebrew  original,  as,  for 
inftance,  i  Pet.  iv,  18.  compared  with  Prov,  xi.  31. 
The  moral  do6trine,  which  is  here  expreffed  in  the  Sep- 
tuagint, is  not  the  fame  as  that  which  is  t^xpreffed  in  the 
Hebrew,  but  though  different  they  are  equally  true, 
and  the  obje6l  of  Peter  was  not  tq  prove  a  dogmatical 
pofition,  but  to  deliver  a  moral  doftrine. 

When  the  Seventy  have  followed  a  different  reading 
from  that,  which  we  find  in  our  printed  copies  of  tbe  He- 
brew Bible,  they  have  been  frequently  imitated  by  the 
writers  of  the  New  Teftament*,  but  we  cannot  therefore 
immediately  conclude  that  fuch  a  reading  is  the  true 
ohe,  or  that  the  Apoftles,  in  ufing  the  words  of  the 
Septuagint,  intended  to  confirm  their  authenticity.  The 
cafq  however  is  different,  when  the  proof  intended  to  be 
.given  by, the  quotation  confifts  in  the  deviation  from  the 
Maf9re;tic  text,  for  then  the  perfon  who  made  the  quo- 
tation'muft  have  either  believed  the  reading  in  the  Sep- 
'  tuagint  toha^ve  been  more  accurate  than  that  in  theufual 
copies  of  the  Hebrew,  or  he  has  ufed  not  a  folid  but  a 
(jgecious  argument. 

Afts  xy;  17.  is  designed  as  a  proof  that  Cod  would 

chore  a  nation  from  among  the  heathens,  that  ihould  be 

'  called 

'ijPrbr  ififtaiice,  Matth»<x«^  3r  9«    T^otck,  xI,  35.  (comparttl  wUh  Jikiah 
xl.  14  s*)  and  Rom,  xv.  10. 
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callecj  after  his'natne,  btit  the  pjroof  is  of  no  v&Hdity,  if 
we  read  Amos  ix.  i«.  whence  tbte  qubtation  is  taken^ 
according  to  the  Maforetic  text,  namely,  *  that  ihfy  (thp 
JeWs)  may  force*  (lU^I^O  the  rem  riant  of  Edom,  (DnK) 
and  all  nations  which  are  called  by  my  name,'  whence 
il  might  be  rather  concluded,  that  the  heathens  would 
be  obliged  to  turn  Jews,  and  fubmit  to  the  ceremony  of 
cifcomcifion,  which  was  really  the  cafe  with  the  Edom- 
ites,  after  their  land  was  conquered  by  John  Hyrcanus^ 
But  tlie  whole  matter  is  clear,  if  we  follow  the  reading 
ufed  by  St.  Liike  and  the  Septuagint,  *  that  therefid.u^. 
of  men  {p^iC)  might  ftek  (igniO  ^^^  Lord%  and  all 
the  nations  which  are  called  after  my  name,'  or  if  we 
cbiiGder  the  Maforetic  and  Greek  readings  as  two  frag- 
ments* from  which  the  antient.  genuine  text  may  pof*. 
fibly  be  reftored  in  the  following  manner  jTlK  IK^IT 
d*1!i  nniili^  that  they,  (the  Jews)  with   the  refidiie  of 
nien,  may  leek  the  Lord,    *  and  with  all  the  nations  that 
cdll  on  my  name,'  St.  James,  who  made  the  quotation 
in  the  Hebrew  dialeft,  muft  have  made  it  in  iHis  man- 
ner, for  the  words,  as  they  ftand  in  our  printed  Bibles 
have  lio  connexiort  with  the  defign  of  the  Apoftle^  Su 
Paul,*  !iri  his  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  cb.  xi.  aB.  quotes, 
ifeiah  lix.  20.  as  a  prophecy  of  the  general  qonverfion  ♦ 
of  the  Jews.     Now  the  words  of  the  prophet5  as  they 
ftand  in  oiir  editions  of  the  Bible,  ar^.as  follows,  '  and 
the  Redeemeir  ftiall  conic  to  Zion,  hpy^i  VpQ  ♦38?^%-  * 
and  unto  them  which'  turn  froth  tranfgreffion  in  Jacob;* 
Here  every  reader  miift  obfefve,  ih^t  ihc  prophecy  itfeff  . 
implies  the  contrary  of  a  general  cpnyerfion,  for  it  isex- 
prefsly  faid,  that  a  Redeemer  Chalfcome  fcpr.thofc  only 
which  torn  from  trahfgreffion  in  Jacob,  and  it  refers  jt;o. 
a  period  fimilar  to  that,  in  which  we  live  at  prefcnt>  a^. 
nrany  thoufands  have  been  converted  to  Cbriiftianity,  byft. 
the  greatell  part  Hill  remain  in  error;      Yetit  was  mat^i-j^ , 
feftly  the  intention  of  St.  Paul  to  apply  the  pafi'agc  not 
10  ^  partial,  but  to  a  general  converfion  of  the  Jews,  the 
former  being  at  that  tinve  no  longer  a  fubje6i  of  fap- 
phecy^  bttt  a  matter  itflually  fulfilled  ,  Thp  wholeOTf^  , 
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cfllty  mfty  be  removed  by  the  addition'  oPa  finrg*lc  letter 
to  the  word  ♦It^^l,   for  which  if  we  read  ^'^^i^^  the 

reading  which  was  probably  in  the  copy  of  tiie  Hebrew 
Jftible  that  was  ufed  by  the  Seventy  and  by  St.  Paul,  the. 
paflage  in  Ifaiah  will  have  the  following  fenfe,  *  for^ipn 
Ihall  come  a  Redeemer,  and  one  that  fhall  put  an  enc^ 
to  the  tranfgreflioi:!  in  Jacob  %*  and  this  explanation  cor- 
refponds  exaClly  with  the  next  verfe,  '  this  is  my  cove- 
nant with  them,  faith  the  Lord  ;  my  Spirit  th^t  is  upoi) 
thee,  and  my  words  which  I  have  put  in  thy.  mouth, 
fhall  not  depart  out  of  thy  mouth,  nor  out  of  the  tnoij^t^ 
of  thy  feed,  nor  out  of  the  mouth  of  thy  feed's  feed^ 
faith  the  Lord,  from  henceforth  and  forever  :*  i,  e.  thou 
and  thy  lateft  poflerity  (hall  never  ceafe  to  coofefs  the 
true  religion,  which  I  have  revealed  to  thee.  Anotl;er 
example,  where  the  heading  followed  by  the  New  Tefta*^ 
ment  is  a  proof  that  the  paffage  in  our  prefent  Hebrew 
text  is  corrupted,  may  be  found  in  my  Critical  LeQures 
oh  the  1 6th  Pfalm,  among  the  obfervations  on  the  lOth 
verfe ;  and  (ince  the  publication  of  thefe  Leftures,  tljp 
obfervatioii  has  been  confirmed  by  the  difcovejy  of,  fo 
gr^at  a  nuiliber  of  authorities  at  that  time  unkno)vji,  that 
rio  doubt  can  be  made  that  the  common  printed  readin^g 

J^^I^Drt  is  abfolutely  falfe  '*.  To  this  may  be  added, 
)euT.  xxxii.*  4;j.  provided  it  be  the  text  to  which  St. 
Paul  refers  in  his  epiftle  to  the  Hehrevys,  ch,  i.  6,  $qe 
the  14th'  Remark  on  the  EpifUe  to  the  Hebrews. 

The  New  Teftament  therefore  affords  fufficient  evi- 

•  ^  '11 

dence  that  our  Maforetic  text  is  in  many  places  corrupt- 
ed, and  fuppliek  in  many  cafes  the  means  of  corrcSing 
it.  "Biitwemull  iiot  therefore  conclude  that  corrections 
of  this  kind' are  at  all  times  allowable.  Though  Stephen, 
in  the  fpeech  recorded  in  the.feventh  ch  ipter  of  the  Afts, 
has  twice  departed  from 'the  Hebrew  tc,\t^preferring  y,, 
14.  the  *  Greek' feadin'g*',  and  v.  4.  the  Samaritan/%  a 

verfe 

POc^pmilfioajofdUette^  if  we  rp»d  ^^y\  .tiianfittve,  in  wHich  i^ 
the  Hi^brtw  text  wo\)lil  be  traiiAanedj  *«aad  to  turn  away  the  tranfgreflion  qf 
Jacob/  This  alteration  fccms  preferable  to  the  other,  becaufe  ^V>^  i^  ge- 
nerally rendered  in  the  Septuagint  by  itirorf^^^* 
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« 

vf K(fe  whit:h  ia  oiher  ttSp^Gi^  is  ncoptionabte  %  na  iufb^. 
rwce  can  be  miuie  lo  dtediipa^agjerDentTof  tbe  HebreMF;a 
for  though  Stephen  ^^  a  martyr^  be  was  npt  itifpirod, 
and  St.  Luke,.wh/[>  ba&  recofded  the  fpeech^  has  deliver* 
ed  it  not  as  a  cpxniDemator,  bat  as  a  faithful  biftoriatui. 

Where  the  writera  of  the  New  Teftatnent  haye  bor* 
rowed  from  the  Septuagint,  they,  have  not  bound  tbemf«> 
felves  with  literal  accurac)?  to  the  words  of  the  ortginal, 
but  have  Mfed  a  liberty,  which  .muft  be.excufed  in  thofe, 
who  iivftead  pf  imm/edtaiiely  t:ran&ribing»havefceq»eiitly 
quotql  from  memory.     Compare 'Rom^xi.  9,  lo.iidib 
Piaim  Ixix.  229  a^  Jerom  has  the  following  remark  on' 
Ephef.  V.  31  **.  quod  frequenter  aonotayimus,  apaftolds' 
et  evaAgclifta^non  eifiiem  verbis  ufos  efle  teftamenii  i^e- 
teris  exemplis,  quibus  in  propriia  voluminibus  cooti* 
nentur^  hoc  et  hie  probamusi.    fiquidem  tefliimoaium^ 
iftad  itSL  in  Genefi  fcriptum  eft  ;  ^.propter  hoc  rclinqijct 
bomopatrem  faum  ct'oiatrem  fuaiu^  et  adhaerebit  nxorP 
fuao^  eterunt  dUo  in  trarneuna/'  ^NuDcautem  apoftoluis' 
pro  eo  quod  ibi.  bahetur  oivfv  rava,  pofiiit  m%i  rats  cjieinde 
pro  fpaire  fuo'  et^aaatre  fua'  proobmihaabllulit  et  *pa* 
trem'  taniujm  pofuit  ct  ^matrem^Vetquod  in  modki'di^* 
citiir,  ^  et  adhaerebit  uxori  fads*  hic  penitus  prastexoufit;^' 
et  ttiptiiiin  quod  fequebatur  hoc  4i3uin  fuperioribus  co- 
pulavit,  et  pofuit  et  erunt  duo  in  carne  una.     Tbepaf^^ 
fage  to  which  Jerom  here  aUudes,  Gea.  ii.  24.*  is  quoted 
three  times  in  tbe  New  Teftament^  Match.  Kix«  5.  Mark 
X.  6.  Ephef.  V.  3K.    In  allthilee  examples  the  words  01 
i\)Q  are  ured9'Whicb  are  foiinki  in  the  Septu^int^  and  not 
in  tbe  Hebrew*  but  ^  tbe  text  ffid^od  in  the  tinie  of  the* 
Apoftles^  they  were  probably  there  lifaewife^^    Yetthefe- 
quotations  correfpond.not  accurately  with  eacbio'tihelr^*a«' 
win  appear  fropi  the  following  compariron.      

The  Septuagint,  according,  to  the  editioi^.  by>Boi?V 
has  ii'iHiy  r^Tit  HAmXxK^ik  i»»8-^flftrdc,  which  are  :tbe^ii»ords. 

■  '  ,-."  '  ^w  iilctl 

V 

^Sfe  the  Sentex^inr  deQlutN^logilfi  |foA9,poft  idikimm,  i  ^cji.)  1Q(V 
19  i.  of  my  Commentatipnes  fociatati  Sckutwpiu  Coettifp^fr, -jKf^rUUi^  ^ 
1765— 1768  prfcleftarum.  \  -    '   e      t.    * 

»  Sec  the  Oricot.  Bibl,  Vol.  IX.  p..  175--177  "♦. 


u&d  by  St.  Matlhew.aiid  Sti^Mftfk,  bia  Sc.  Pdul  hat 
ftjf<n  *rjn'v^  wbo  took  t^e  Kt^fty  <A  leaking  ufe  of  ibe 
words  t/hicb  firft  occurred  to  him*  / 

The  .Sepcuagini  has  t«p  urAtt^ot  ^wtu  ncu  vm  fMnu^f  ^ 
V9hich  are  the  words  of  Su  Mark,  and,  a<:cording  co  the 
comqion  readings  ihoCe  of  St.   Paul^  but  St.  Matthew 
baa  Tov  tiraettfA  luti  tDn  fjLnr^aat:  wuhout:  the  pronoun,  a 
reading  fbond  likewife  in  that  copy  of  St.  Paul's  eptAles 
which  .was  in  ihe  poiTeifion  .o{  j^rom  *^     H^v  this  h  noc 
frjeedom  of  quotation,  or  quotation  from  memory  but 
a£lually  a  various  reading  i|i  the  Septuftgint,  as  appeava 
,  from  Piiilo'a^  having  quoted  'this  parage  without  mrB, 
Lib.  tL  p.  73*  of  the ediiion- by  Manj^y  '^ 
-  The  Sepiuagint  has  x4m  sr/>o<^9XAir3^ii#itiffi  v^  rtfv  yu* 
vmiiiM  nvtM^   which  are  the  words  of  Si^  Mark,  but  St. 
Matthew  haa  td  ^riw^twci  avta^  which  again  is  a  varioUa 
rnd^  of  the  S^ptuaginty  as  appears  not  only  from  the- 
Codex.  AlexaodriDu^  and  the  edition  by  Aldus,  but' 
]ytewife  from  a  qooution  of  Philo,  VoL  L  p.  75  *'•  Ac« 
Cfirdiiig  to  Jerom^^  (thefe  -words  were  entirely  omitted 
by  St..Paui,.  bat  in  our  cpoimon  eviitions  of  the  New 
Teftamieiit,  they  ai|e  tifed  in  the  fame  man ner,  a&  in  the' 
f^tuaginL  and  in  St4  Matdiewi^. 

.Jba4  i4$p9Mi  «&  Jva  sir  img^a  (Aiaf.  In  ^hefe  words  they 
all  agree*  ,  '  > 
<  JFiyaivi  ihe  foregoing'  coniripariibny  which  may  appear 
trivial.  ir(  itfelf,  .wo  }m£^y  deduce  this  inference,  that  the 
devi^tioBsof  the  Jhf^ew /Teffcamenc  from  the  Septuagint  in 
thftiquiDited  pafiAgjca  have <  artfen  .  from  different  caufes, 
not  ooly/ ArontiibQ  A poftles  having  quoted  from  memory, 
ImtiiEsvtxii  frotD;  various  readings  in  the  copi^^s  of  the 
Grc;ek  Bible^;  which  vhey>  refpeSively  ufed. 

I  have  obferved,  ii^idie  A^s  of  the  Apoftles,  that  St. 
l^ukci^iafilepartddfrom  the  words  of  the  Septuagint,  in 
the.«datii3a.Qf  pablic  fpe&ches,^  inore  frequently  than 
lipoo  other  occafions,  of  which  Ads  ii.  17.  19.  iii.  23, 
*4»  25.  vii.  6,  7.  34.  37.  are  examples.  Whether  this 
MifM  dioM  by-  defign^  and  is  to  be  ceniidered  as  a  mark 
tff^ judgement  in  the  brffotian,  in  not  literacy  tranfcrib- 
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log  paffages  vi4iich  the  fpeaker  could^'l^avc  quoted  only 
from  nienior^,  is  a  fubjed  that  will  be  examined  more 
fully  in  the  fecond  volume. 

In  odier  places  the  deviation  from  the  Septuagint  is 
ftill  greater,  and  has  fontetimes  the  appearance  of  an  in- 
tentional amendment,  which  is  probably  the  cafe  with 
thofe  paflages  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpd  which  have  been 
iDontioned  above. 

The  Seventy  have  totally  mifreprefented  Ifaiah  viii.  14, 
15.  which  they  have  probably  done  with  dcfign,  in  order 
\6  avoid,  what  the  Hebrew  words  feem  to  convey,  the 
opinion  that  tbe  Deity  is  the  author  of  evil';  thispaffage 
is  never  quoted  in  the  New  Teftament  according  to  the 
Septuagiut,  but  conftantiy  according  to  the  Hebrew,  viz. 
Luke  ii.  34.  j  Pet.  ii.  7,  &c.  St.  Luke  in  his  Gofpel, 
ch.  iv.  18.  Teems  to  have  quoted  the  Septuagint  with  in- 
ferted  amendments  ** ;  whether  thefe  proceeded  from  the 
Evangelift,  were  introduced  by  Chrift  himfelf,  or  were 
taken  from  a  marginal  note  in  a  Greek  Bible,  is  a  quef- 
tion  which  I  will  not  pretend  to  determine.  John  xix.  37, 
^^Tfti  €i(  ey  fgfxtvTurai',  are.not  only  different  words,  but 
convey  a  difterent  fenfe  from  the  paflage  in  the  Sep. 
tuagint.  Zechar.  xii.  10.  avo^iM^oitrax  v^c^  f*f  ocfV  uy  xa* 
T«^j^iir«>T»**,  Deut.  XXX.  13,  is  tranflated  by  St;  Paul, 
Rom.  X.  7.  in  a  manner  totally  different  from  the  tranf- 
Jation  of  the  Seventy,  a  paraphraftical  exprelfion  being 
better  fuited  to  the  nature  of  his  fubjeft.  In  the  writ- 
ings of  Mofes-*to  crofs  the  fea'  fignifies  to  go  to  the 
iflands  of  the  happy,  or  the  region  of  departed  spiiits; 
but,  as  this  phrale  was  not  intelligiWe  without  a  com- 
mentary, Su  Paul  fubftituted  the  more  ufual  figure  for 
expreffing  the  place  of  the  dead,  m  xttrsLGfurtrsn  u;  rnw 
firPutf-ffw  **.  The  Septuagint  tranflatiofi  of  Exod.  ix.  16. 
iutKtu  THTB  iurnpfih^  is  changed  perhaps  defignediy  into  u^ 
mvroTBro  tj^nyufoi'  ffi>  Rom.  ix.  17.'  The  Seventy  have 
taken  •J^nnDJfn  in  the  fame  fenfe  which  I  have  given  it 
in  my  German  trandation,  viz.  *  I  have  permitted  thee 
to  lemain  :'  St.  Paul  has  given  another  explanation,  of 

which 
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which  the  Hebcew  ly^rd  is^qually;  Q{4[uMe.>  ^  I  baye^r^ 
mitted  tbee  to  be  born>'  [(smt,  whiqh.  h?  ufes.  Ae  llrong 
expreffion  f^nyiif*  <r«.  Son^  of  thj?  CQiniiientatQTs  .ex- 
plain this  ex^reffion  by .'  I  bsive  prefcr.vcd  thc«;'.  but  ii 
St.  P^ul  had  intended  to  cqnvey  this  m^af^ing,^  he.  would 
have  al>id©d  by  the  words  of  the  Seventy,  and,  if  I  rightly 
comprehend :  (Jic  d^figa  of  the  ApoftJe,  he  puts  thcfe 
words  into  the  mouth  of  his  adv^rfary*^,  who  gives  tbsrn 
the  ftrong^ft  aod  mod  iavi4iou9  inusrpretatioui  of  ivhich 
tiicy  would  be  capable%if  they  were ^qiaratedfrora the  ge- 
oeral  conoexion.  Lfa.  xo^ix.  lo.is  quoted  Roin.xi.  &  with 
ana.l^ratjon,of  which  the  reafon  is  obvious:  tbeS^vepty, 
inQ;ead.of  "^Oi  effudtti  read  probably?  *|DD.with  JJerom, 
whp.  h9S  h^re  ii)irc4;Ht>  and  CuppoGng  that,  the  original 
CQHv^esyed  the  option  q(  a  compofing  draught,  tranflated 

TTinQTix,(¥  v^0f   Kvpi^o;  w*«v^^r»    H^roiyu^c^f,       But. as   tlie 

phrafe  ^  to.giv^  to  drink  the  fpirit  of  deep  fleep'  is  fotne- 
wh^t  bajrlht  Sti  Paul  has  fxprelfed  it  in  more  general 
titfftt^j  $f<ioH$9:ftvfo^^>o  3'e«f«  vneufAfli x«T»vv£f4y(,  retaining  only 
x«T«»v£i<ii  a  wprd  peculiar,  to  the  Seventy.  Deut.  xxxii. 
35^  is.quot^.RQni.  .xii.  19*  bux.  with  .an  entirely  new 
traciflation  :  (he  Seventy  have  cj^  n/AcpeiJuTiiciia-iii);  a»cdMro- 
if$c^^  &^  Paul  tfAfu  tx^ici}<rA(f.  £y«  ctftrocT^iucu^  in  which  he 
igfcts  neither  wkh  the  reading  of  the  Septuagint,  nor  of 
the  Mafoietiij  text.  In  thiS'  text  we  find  D^B^  DpJ  »S 
the  Sevent)« .  read .  dVb^KI  DpiO  vb,  St.  Paul  rejeds 
tDVbi  which  is  peculiar  to. the  Seventy,  hut  retains  the 
future  Csbit^Rly  which  is  expreffcd  likewife  by  the  Chaldee  ' 
and  Syriac  tranflacor^^  as  well  as  in  the  Vulgate.  His 
td^t  tberefore  was  oV^NlDpJ  ^V  St.  Paul,  1  Cor.  ii.  9. 
h|is  r(Mg  ^ystwrnrtv  ptvr^p^  the  Seventy,  Ifaiah  Ixiv.  4.  tok 
vv«yAi»8«»K  $\t^3  perhaps  the  Apoftle  read  iV  ♦IPloS  frooi 
23.n  amavit  *^  The  Seventy,  Ifaiah  xxviii.  1 1.  have  tta 

T^^Ci).      St.  Paul,  1.  Cor.    xiv.  21.   ly  crfp^yXMO-o-oic,  xai  fir 

;^#AMrv  i9'.«f«ic  )>AK3^(Fti  T(f  Xona  TUTiAj  where  sTspyXa^rcos  feems 
mure  accurately  to  exprefs  the  Hebrew  n£3E^  ^JIVV*^. 
The  Seventy  have  falfely  tranflated  Lev,  xxvi.  ii.  *33{yo 
^T\r\y\  DDDin^j  ^y  ««»  ^^^^  thi^  J»«9»iitii>**  ^  iv  u^ue^  but 
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St.  Paul  has  rendered  it  accurately  uoixd^-w  %¥  ujutr,  2  Cor. 
vi.  16.  The  martyr  Stephen,  who  read  the  Septuagint 
as  a  Hellenift,  and  as  a  man  of  learning,  has  in  fcverai 
parts  of  his  fpeech,  recorded  in  the  feventh  chapter  of 
the  A8s,  dire£tly  contradided  the  Seventy,  and  parti- 
cularly in  an  inftance,  which  has  fo  little  influence  on  his 
principal  obje3,  that  he  feems  to  have  had  no  other  end 
in  view,  then  merely  to  corre6l  their  miftake.  The  hun- 
dred  Kefita  with  which  Jacob  piirchafed  a  field,  are  ex- 
plained by  the  Seventy  of  an  hundred  (beep,  but  Stephen 
has  ufed  the  word  rif^iic  ft^TUfiy,  which  he  has  done  with 
propriety,  as  Kefita  is  the  name  of  a  weight*'.  Indeed 
throughout  the  whole  of  his  fpeech  he  has  aSed  like  a 
man  who  makes  a  profefiion  of  literature,  and  is  critically 
accurate  in  the  choice  of  exprefiions^even  where  they  are 
indifferent  as  to  the  purport  for  which  he  fpake. 

Still  more  extraordinary  is  the  matter  in  which  Ifaiah 
X.  6.  is  quoted  in  the  New  Teftameiit.  In  the  Hebrew 
the  verbs  ufed  in  the  beginning  of  this  verfe  are  all  in  the 
imperative  mood,  unlefs  we  do  violence  to  the  Hebrew, 
in  order  to  make  it  correfpond  with  the  Greek  '** :  God 
commands  the  prophet  to  make  the  hearts  of  the  people 
ftubborn,  their  ears  heavy,  and  to  (hut  their  eyes,  that 
is,  he  declares  to  him  beforehand  that  his  preaching  will 
produce  no  other  efi*e£l  than  to  render  the  natiort  more 
obftinate  than  before,  and  that  all  is  exhortations?  will 
be  of  nb  avail.  But  the  Seventy,  whofe  partictilar  care 
was  to  file  away  every  tittle,  from  which  it  might  be  con- 
cluded that  God  was  the  author  of  evil,  becaufe  the  God 
of  the  Jews  was  confidered  in  Egypt  as  a  Demturgus, 
not  as  a  Being  of  infinite  benevolence,  on  account  of  the 
evil  which  is  vifible  in  the  world  ^,  have  weakened  the 
force  of  the  original,  and  fubftituted  for  the  imperative 

the  indicative  mood,  urotyyy^fi  yoif  d  xa(ii»  r«  Aa»  TVTV^ 
Kfti  Toic  uitriv  axtrtav  ^apitnf^  r^x^ivavy  xai  rm  o^iaXfAnq  uvruv  fx- 
xociAixMCav^  fAf^frori  i^wo'iv  roif  ofiayiA^ts^  xai  rotg  wvu  ftxno'flwi 

xon 

■  .  .  .  ' 

t  See  tlie  Diilertillo  de  Indiciis  Gnoftice  Philorophis  tempore  LXX.  in- 
terpretum  tr  Philonis  Jud»i|^  printed  lA  the  fccood  Tolume  of  dxc  ^TBtagma. 
Ck>imne&tationein. 
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This  paffage  of  Ifaiah  w  quoted  five  times  in  the  New 
Teftament,  namely,Matt.  xiii.  15.  Mark  iv.  1 2.  Luke  viii, 
lo.  A<Ss  xxviii.  27.  John  xii.  40.  Of  thefe  five  quota* 
tiotis  we  may  omit  at  prefent  that  in  St.  Luke's  Gofpel, 
becaufe  the  paflage  is  there  abridged.  St.  Matthew,  who 
is  generally  fuppofed  not  to  have  followed  the  Septua- 
gint,  and  St.  Luke  in  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  agree  fo 
exaSIy  with  the  Seventy,  that  no  doubt  can  be  made  of 
their  having  tranfcribed  from  the  Greek  Bible.  St.  John 
has  given  a  new  tranflation  of  the  words  of  Ifaiah,  which 
he  has  fo  paraphrafed  as  to  exprefs  a  different  meaning,  . 
agreeable  to  an  Oriental  figure  of  fpeech,  by  which  all 
adlions  performed  by  permiffioaof  Providence  arc  af-. 
cribed  to  the  immediate  operation  of  the  Deity  rcrvf  Xwxik 

Kon  tavtafAat  avrn^.  St.  Mark  has  omitted  the  words  which 
exprefs  by  whom  the  hearts  were  hardened,  and  it  ap- 
pears that  he  has  given  his  own  tranflation,  as  he  has  pa* 
faphrafed  the  words  *  that  they  be  healed'  by  the  expref- 
iion  *  that  their  fins  be  forgiven,'  i»a  pAivoyrK  fi\ivuvt  xxi 

pn  iiniriy  xai  axHO^rc^  axj^cuo'i,  xai  ^i)  cvyiArcri,  xai  gifiin  avro^g 

r»  ftjMA/} TD/Mara.  The  latter  part  of  this  fentence,  whether 
it  be  called  paraphrafe  or  tranflation  (for  K9*l  niay  be 
tranflated  to  forgive,  if  we  fuppofe  it  to  exprefs  the  fame 
meaning  as  n£)1  cum  tertia  radicali  He),  is  ^ken  from 
the  Chaldee  Targum,  where  we  find  ]lh7  pinB^'l  *  and 
it  will  be  forgiven  them.^  St.  Mark  therefore  quoted 
according  to  the  verfion,  ^jrith  which,  from  his  refidence 
in  Jerufalem,  he  was  beft  a^qu^inted. 

The  following  are  examples  of^ree  quotations,  where 
the  fame  fubje£l  is  expiidr^d  but  in  different  words, 
;2.Cor.  vi.  17,  18.  CQmpt^red  with  Ifaiab  Hi*  11, 12.  and 
Jeremiah  xxxi.  g.  (in  tl?e  Greek  xxxviii.  9.) ;  and,  1  Cor, 
ii.  9.  compared  with  Ifaiah  ixiv.  3.  on  which  paflage  Je* 
rom's  Commentary  on  Ifaiah  may  be  CQnfulted,Vol.  III^ 
p.  473 '^  who  obferves  non  verbum  ex  verbp  reddens, 
quod  facere  omnin9  contemn iti  fed  fenfuum  exprimens 
veritaiem^ 
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S    E    C    T       IV. 

Two  bypothefis  by  Scbulz  and  Ernefti^  with  a  third  by  ihi 
author^  relative  to  the  quotations  from  the  Septuagint.] 

THIS  fiibjeft  is  6f  fufficient  importance  lo  deferv^ 
a  Tiiore  accurate  inveftigation  than  has  hithertc)' 
been  made,  as  the  generality  of  critics,  inftead  of  ex- 
amining the  matter  in  its  full  extent,  have  taken  for 
granted,  that  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  have 
borrowed  their  qiibtatioris  from  the  Septuagint,  without 
ever  examining  the  Septuagint  itfelf. 

Profeffor  Schulz,  in  a  letter  which  he  communicated 
to  me  fome  months  ago,  and  which  he  has  permitted  me 
lo  lay  before  the  public,  has  dated  the  q^ueftion  in  the 
followirig  manner :  *  It  is  evident  that  the  writers  of  the 
New  Teftament  have  fometimes  quoted  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment according  to  the  Septuagint  verfioh,  at  other  tinies 
given  their  own  tranflatidn.  In  fome  cafes,  where  they 
have  given  their  own  tranflation,  a  reafori  is  obfervable, 
why  they  have  deviated  from  the  Septuagint,  namely, 
becaufe  the  point  which  they  intended  to  dem6*nftrate  i^ 
more  clearly  evinced  in  their  Own  words  than  in  thofe  of 
the  Seventy".  But  in  other  cafes  the  force  of  the  argti- 
xnent  is  as  well  expreffed  by  the  words  of  the  Seventy 
as  by  thofe  of  the  Apollles.  Now  in  fuch  examples  I 
can  affign  no  other  reafon,  that  could  induce  the  Apoftles 
to  giv'e  their  own  tranflation,  than  that  the  Greek  verfioii 
was  at  that  time  not  complete,  and  that  thofe  books  6f 
the  Old  Teftament,  from  which  fuch  quotations  are 
taken,  were  tranfl<ited  into  Greek  after  thfel  time  6f  the 
Apoftles,  Hence  we  may  deduce  the  following  rul€,  If 
the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  have  ufed  in  a  quota- 
tion the  words  of  the  Seventy,  the  book  frorn  V/hith  they 
quoted  was  already  in  the  Septuagint  verfion.  If  they 
quote  a  paffage  according  to  their  own  tranflali6n,  isft 

«  it  appears  from  the:  foregoiAg  (^6i(6n  thltothtr  rnmites  may  "hkr  tt^ 
%ned,  why  the  Apoftles  have  deviated  from  the  text  of  the  SeptuagtM. 
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liiufl:  firft  inquire,  whether  thfey  have  quoted  from  the 
fame  book  in  other  inftances  according  to  the  Septua- 
^int.  If  fuch  inftances  are  to  be  found,  wemuft  conclude 
that  the  Apoftles  had  fufiicient  reafon  for  departing  from 
the  words  of  the  Septuagint,  namely,  to  place  their  proof 
in  a  ftronger  light ;  but  if  fuch  inftances  are  not  to  be 
found,  it  is  manifeft  that  the  want  of  a  Greek  verfion  was 
the  caufe  which  obliged  them  to  tranflate  for  themfelves. 
One  or  two  exaniples  would  not  be  fufficient  to  maktf 
the  matter  clearer  than  I  have  already  ftated  it,  and  it 
would  be  neceffary,  in  order  to  give  a  perfeft  demon* 
ftration,  to  arrange  the  feveral  quotations  in  the  two  fol- 
lowing columns. 

Citata  V.  T.  in  N.  T. 
Ex  verfione  rm  0  Ex  propria  fcriptorum  N.  T.  verfione.* 

To  this  opinion  I  wbuld  readily  fubfcribe,  if  the  fol- 
lowing claufe  were  added,  which  the  ProfefTor,  though 
he  has  not  expreffed  it,  probably  meant  to  imply,  namely, 
that  not  a  fingle  paifage  alone  is  fufficient,  but  that  fe* 
veral  paffages  quoted  differently  from  the  Sepiuagint  are 
requifite  to  warrant  a  conclufion  againft  the  exittence  of 
the  Greek  verfion  of  a  book  of  the^Old  Teftament  in  the 
time  of  the  Apoftles  \  fince  it  might  eafily  happen  in  one 
or  two  inftances  that,  remembering  imperfeftly  the  words 
of  the  Septuagint,  they  wrote  them  down  from  memory, 
without  referring  to  the  Septuagint  itfelf.  But  this  fub- 
fcription  would  be  only  conditional,  as  I  recollefcl  no  book 
of  the  Old  Teftamenr,  to  which  the  claufe  is  applicable* 
The  only  doubts  which  1  have  entertained,  though  dur- 
ing only  a  very  fhort  time,  related  to  the  prophet  Zecha- 
riah,  who  is  faid  to  be  quoted  fix  times  in  the  New  Tcf- 
tampnt,  in  all  which  examples  the  words  of  the  Evange- 
lifts  differ  from  thofe  of  the  Greek  verfion,  viz.  Mattb. 
xxi.  4,  5.  xxvi.  31.  xxvii.  9,  10.  Mark  xiv.  I7.  John 
xii.  15.  xix,  37,  Now  the  three  firft  examples  belong 
not  properly  to  the  prefent  confideration,  becaufe  St. 
Matthew  wrote  originally  in  Hebrew  j  and  befides,  the 
third  example^  which  will  be  examined  in  the  following 

p  3  fe£lion, 
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fefkion,  is  faid  by  the  Evangelift  himfelf  to  have:  beea 
tak^n  from  J<?remidh.  John  xix.  ^j.  is  one  of  the  ^ex- 
crptions  which  Profeflbr  Schuiz  himfelf  has  adnahted,  a$ 
the  words  of  the  Seventy  which  are  inaccuratCj  would 
not  have  fuiied  the  purpofe  for  which  the  apoftle  quoted. 
There  remain  therefore  only  two  of  the  (ix  examples, 
of  which  again  Mark  xiv.  27.  compared  with  Zechar. 
xiii*  7.  is,  on  account  of  the  very  great  number  of  its  va* 
rious  readings,  too  uncertain  to  warrant  any  pofjtive  con- 
ci(]((ion.     St.  Mark,  according  to  the  common  editions^ 

has  v«TA^  Tov  Vdifavoi  KOLi  iiot^K^fwiv^nvirai  rat.  vfoCaiTOtj 

the  Seventy  according  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  sr«- 

»«r,  but  thefe  two  lad  words  of  the  Seventy  m?  woifAmt^ 
which  are  not  in  the  common  editions,  were  found  by 
Wetftein  in  twelve  manufcripts  of  St  Mark's  Gofpel'; 
the  only  difference  therefore  is  between  varoi^ca  and 
vtftra^ov,  two  readings  which  are  fo  alike,  that  tran* 
fcribers  might  have  eafily  miQaken  them,  and  it  is  not 
impoffible  that  the  copy  which  was  ufed  by  St.  Mark 
had  wxtmi^Q  inftead  of  irara^sy,  which  we  are  not  juftiiied 
in  denying,  though  no  manufcripts  of.  the  Septuagint 
hitherto  collated  *  has  this  reading"^;  for  the  number  of 
manufcripts,  which  have  been  ufed   in  publifiiing  the 
editions  of  this  Greek  verfion  is  very  inconfiderable  *. 
It  is  true  that  the  Roman  edition  has  wara^an  fxg  Voi- 
/tAs»ft;  scfti  fx^irfta-ATf  t«  wfoioLToty  but  admitting  this  to  be 
the  true  reading,  which  is  yet  a  >matter  of  doubt,  where 
the  readings  are  fo  various,  this  turn  of  exprefBon  would 
not  have  fuited  the  purpofe  of  St.  Mark,  who  intended 
10  apply  the  paflage  to  a  fmgle  fbepherd,  namely  Chrid, 
whereas  the  words  of  the  Roman  edition  relate  to  feveraK. 
There  remains  then  only  one  example  to  be  coniidered, 
which  is  uken  from  Zeehariah  ix.  9.  and  which  I  will 
tranfcribe  as  it  stands  in  the  Septuagint,  in  the  Gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew,  and  that  of  St.  John,  omitting  thofe  words 

of 

V  The  Arabic  rcrfion  of  Zechariab,  which  was  made  from  the  Greek, 
has  •\   which   may  fignify  cither  wobr»itJ  or  «r»T»|oy>  according 

to  the  mode  of  pointing  it. 
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of  the  Septiiagint,  which  the  Evangeltfts  have  negleded* 
as  unneceflary  to  their  purpofe,  and  writing  in  capitals 
the  words  in  which  they  agree.     The  Seventy  have  x^^ 

^vyto»  xdis  9mXo¥  yuv»  St.  Matthew  has  nwaririf  d'uy«/^» 
XIHN.  lAOT  O  BA£IA£T£  SOT  EPXETAI  SOI,  nPAT£ 
KAI  BniBBBHKaS  EQl  opov  KAI  nXlAON  tun  TnOZTFlOv. 
St.  John  fAn  (p^UeXTATE?  £inN.  lAOT  O  BA£IAST£ 
£OT  EPXBTAI  xftinf^ivoc  EHI  HXIAON  ovit.  Both  £vange* 
lifts,  efpeciaily  the  latter,  who  has  abbreviated  the  paf*- 
lage,  differ  from  the  Septuagint,  yet  in  fuch  a  manner, 
that  the  words  of  the  Septuagint  feem  to  form  the  bafis 
of  both  quotaQons.  With  refped  to  Mark  xiv.  27. 
Matth.  xxi.  5.  John  xii.  27.  they  feem  to  afford  a  proof 
that  the  Septuagint  verfion  of  Zechariah  exifted  in  the 
time  of  the  Apoltles,  rather  than  the  contrary ;  and  the 
rule  which  is  given  by  Profeifor  Schulz  is  hardly  appli- 
cable to  this  book  of  the  Greek  verfion,  though  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  the  quotations  in  the  New  Teftameot, 
from  the  prophet  Zechariah,  differ  more  from  the  words 
of  the  Seventy  than  thofe  made  from  other  parts  of  the 
Old  Teftament.  If  the  above-mentioned  tables^  were 
carefully  executed,  we  might  be  able  to  decide  with 
greater  certainty. 

Ernefti,  in  his  Exercitationes  Flavianae,  §  9.  has  ad* 
vanced  a  very  different  opinion,  and  contetided  that  the 
Apoftles  have  never  quoted  from  the  Septuagint :  but  as 
the  examples  in  which  their  words  agree  with  thofe  of 
the  Seventy  are  too  mantfeft  to  be  denied,  he  fuppofes 
that  fuch  paffages  in.  the  Septuagint  have  been  purpolely 
correded,  according  to  the  New  TeRament,  by  the 
Chriliian  tranfcribers  \     The  different  tranflaiions  made 

from 

>  His  words  are.  Sunt  loca  in  N.  T.  e  Vetere  commemoratay  qvm 
iirdem  verbis  funt  in  Grscis  V.  T.  exemplis.  Ergo  Spirittts  S.  ifta  fbm- 
fit  e  yerfione  ilia  Grsca.  Belliffima  conclufio !  £nimvero,  fi  quis  fum* 
mae  locorum  omnium  detrahat  primum  ea,  quas  funt  direrlk,  et  vel  prtf- 
iius  ad  Hebraicum  exemplum  expreiTa,  quod  maxime  fit  in  libris  eonimi 
qiif  inter  Graccos  non  funt  verfati>  ut  Johannis>  tcI  ab  utrifque  exem* 

P4  plis^ 
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•from  the  fame  original,  without  any  reference  to  each 
oiher^  ihould  yet  agree  in  their  very  words,  and  that  in 
numerous  examples,  is  hardly  credible;  and  Ernefti  has 
Supported  his  fufpicion  relative  to  thefe  alterations  with 
not  a  (ingle  fa&.  That  the  Apofties  were  intimatdy  zc^ 
<]iiafnted  with  the  Greek  Bible,  is  manifeft  from  their 
very  ftyle;  no  jeafon  therefore  can  be  afligned  for  deny- 
ing that  thofe  tranilations  from  the  Hebrew^  which  cor- 
refpond  word  for  word  with  the  vcrfion  of  the  Seventy, 
were  immediately  taken  from  that  verfion>  the  propriety 
of  which  has  been  fliewn  in  the  preceding  fedion.  And 
it  re(le6ls  no  diQionour  on  the  Apofties,  that  they  had 
recourfe  to  a  tranOation  inftead  of  the  original,  fince  the 
tranflation  alone  was  underftoodby  the  generality  of  their 
readers,  and  every  preacher  of  the  Gofpel  muft  quote 
the  Bible  according  to  the  language  of  the  country,  in 
which  he  lives.  Befides,  the  quotations  ufed  in  the  New 
Teftament,  are  fometimes  inaccurate  tranflaiions  of  the 
Hebrew,  in  which  cafes  it  is  furely  better  to  iuppofe 
that  they  were  taken  from  an  eftabliihed  ver£on,  than 
made  foy  the  Apofties  themfelves. 

It  is  true  that  certain  paflages  may  be  produced,  where 
the  Septuagint  has  been  altered  from  the  New  Tefta* 
menty  as  well  as  the  New  Teftament  from  the  Septua- 
gint. An  inftance  of  this  fort  is  Pfalm  Ixviii.  19.  where 
anSfif,  which  correfponarto  the  Hebrew,  was  changed 
into  the  third  perfon  iiyfCt},  fo  early  as  the  time  of  Juftin 
Martyr*,  the  correftion  being  probably  grounded  on 
Ephef.  iv.  9.  A  ftill  more  remarkable  inftance  is  the 
long  interpolation  in  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  Pfalm  xiii.  3. 
(in  the  Hebrew  xiv,  3.)  taken  from  Rom.  iii,  13 — 18. 
which  has  crept  from  the  Septuagint  into  the  ^thiopic 
and  Maronitic  Syriac^  veriions,  and  confequently  muft 

have 

plis  Hcjjr^icis  Graecifque  divqria,  deinde  quae  plane  ad  yerbum  Hebraica 
cxpfimvixty  in  quibus  vertendis  quifque  fua  iponte  confentlat  cum  verfionc 
Alexandrina  et^am  nunquam  le6la  aut  infjpe6la,  parvae  reliquse  fuerint; 
et  his  ipfis-reftat  dubitare  annon  exempla  tuv  6  fubinde  ad  N.  T.  le6Uonem 
conformata  a  librariis  Chrifliani^  inter  defcribendum  fucrlnt^  quod  nul' 
mpdo  abhorrct. 
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have  been  found  in  various  manufcripts  of  the  Greek 
tranilation.  But  the  numerous  alterations  which  Ernefti  * 
pretends,  I  have  not  been  able  to  difcover,  nor  do  the 
examples  alleged  afford  the  leaft  prcfumption  in  favour 
of  that  opinion  \  Matth.  ii,  18.  differs  confiderably 
from  Jeremiah  xxxi.  (xxxviii.)  15.  ;  even  among  the 
various  readings  of  this  paffage,  little  fimilarity  is  to  be 
found  to  the  words  of  St.  Matthew;  and  as  the  fame 
may  be  faid  of  other  examples,  we  have  no  reafon  to 
conclude  that  the  Chriftian  tranfcribcrs  of  the  Scptuagint 
were  accuflomed  to  correQ  it  according  to  the  New  Tef- 
ument '. 

On  the  contrary,  there  is  a  paffage  in  which  it  is  more 
reafonable  to  fufpeft  that  the  New  Teftament  has  been 
altered  from  the  Septuagint.  St.  Paul,  in  the  fifteenth 
chapter  of  his  epiflle  to  the  Romans,  recotnmen^^s  both 
to  the  Jewifh  and  Gentile  converts,  inftoad  of  dividing 
ihemfetves  into  feparate  communities,  to  unite  in  the 
common  ferviceof  the  Chriftian  church.  To  this  pur- 
pofe  he  quotes  feveral  examples  from  the  Old  Tefla- 
nient,  and  laftly  in  the  i2ih  verfe  he  quotes  Ifaiah  xi. 
10.  in  confirmation  of  his  advice.  It  is  true  that  the 
Avords  of  the  Hebrew  are  admirably  adapted  to  the  de- 
fign  of  the  Apoftle,  *  In  that  day  there  fhall  be  a  root 
of  jelfe,  which  fhall  fland  for  an  enfign  of  the  people; 
to  It  fhall  the  Gentiles  fcek  ^'  But  St.  Paul  has  quoted 
from  the  Sepiuaginc,  which  was  more  intelligible  to  the 
Chriftian  converts  in  Rome  than  the  figurative  expref- 
iions  of  the  Hebrew  oiiginal.  Now  it  mufl  he  remark- 
ed, that  the  Seventy,  in  tranflaiing  this  paffage,  had 
probably  a  copy  of  the  Hebrew  Bible,  in  which  two 
readings  of  this  paffage  of  Ifaiah  were  different  from  our 
Maforetic  text,  1.  t^JJ^jV*  inftead  of  03^?  or  the  Seventy 
have  committed  an  error  in  tranflating  D3*7  by  a^^ay  *^ 
2.  Infleud  of  TfiflT*  their  copy  muft  have  had  a  verb 
that  fignifies  '  to  hope,'  or  they  have  again  made  a  mif- 
take  in  taking  {J^m  in  the  ['cnk  of  t^w-i^w'*.  If  the  tiy- 
pothefis  of  Eriictti  be  true^  that  the  Septu^gint  has  been 
altered  from  the  TvJew  Teftament,  this  tr^nflatiun  muft 

h*v^ 
•  8 
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have  been  made  by  St.  Paul  hiiafelF,  who  either  had  a 
.  copy  of  the  Hebrew  Bible  with  the  two  various  readings 
mentioned  above,  or  he  has  committed  two  miftakes  in 
the  tranflation  '\  But  befide  tfaefe  two  deviations  from 
ihe  Hebrew,  there  is  a  third,  which  defeats  the  very 
purpofe  For  which  St.  Paul  made  the  quotation,  namely, 
D^OV  is  tranflated  fdv«y,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been 
iranflated  Aotwy,  i.  e,  the  people  of  Ifrael »»,  the  word  ufcd 
in  the  two  preceding  verles.     From  the  following  words, 

«3'»ix  iXiri80>i,  an  inference  may  be  deduced,  that  Jews 
^nd  Gentiles  fliall  unite  in  the  fervice  of  Chrift,  but  as 
the  words  (lands  at  prefent  in  St.  Paul's  epiftle,  fr^i  n 

fXiri8(rt,  no  fuch  inference  can  be  deduced,  as  they  relate 
to  the  Gentiles  alone.  Here  then  we  may  naturally  fuf- 
pe£t,  that  after  «fx*iv  St.  Paul  had  originally  A«(ov,  and 
that  it  has  been  altered  by  the  tranfcribers  to  f^vMv,  on 
the  authority  of  the  Septuagint.  I  will  not  contend  tha( 
this  fufpicion  is  really  grounded,  but  the  contrary  fup* 
pofition,  that  the  Septuagint  has  in  this  cafe  been  altered 
according  to  the  New  Teftament,  is  almoft  incredible, 
as  it  implies  that  St.  Paul  has  made  a  tranflation,  which 
is  not  only  inaccurate,  but  fubverfive  of  the  defign  for 
which  he  quoted  the  prophet.  Whether  the  preceding 
example  be  thought  admiflible  or  not,  it  is  certain  that 
many  readings  of  the  New  Teilament  are  nothing  more 
than  alterations  from  the  Septuagint,  of  which  the  Codex 
Laud.  3.  A£ts  vii.  3.  affords  an  evident  proof.  In  this 
manufcript  the  words  vn  tb  oixn  ts  israr^o^  o-s,  which  Ste- 
phen purpofely  omitted  in  his  fpeech  ^,  and  which  are  to 
be  found  in  no  other  copy  '^,  have  been  interpolated 
from  the  Septuagint.  Another,  though  lefs  certain  ex* 
ample,  is  Luke  xxiii.  46.  where  v»(a»Tid-f/u.ai  is  probably 
the  true  reading,  and  vctfa^mvofAaii  borrowed  from  Pfalai 
XXX.  5. 
^  To 

T  Stephen  applies  the  words  of  the  Septuagint  to  Abraham^s  iirft  jour« 
ney,  which  was  from  Uf  in  ChaldaBa,  in  which  journey  he  was  aceom- 
panied  by  bis  father^  and  therefore  cannot  be  faid  to  have  left  his  fa« 
^    '    thek-*s  hou(e. 
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To  the  two  preceding  hypothefes  let  it  be  permitted 
to  add  a  third.  The  diflFerence  between  the  quotations 
in  the  New  Teftament  -and  the  words  of  the  Seventy, 
may  be  explained  on  the  principle  of  various  readings, 
which,  in  the  copies  of  the  Greek  Bible,  that  were  ufed 
by  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament,  mi.»ht  differ  from 
the  manufcripts  of  the  Septuagint,  which  we  have  at  pre- 
ient.  It  is  likewife  poflible,  that  in  thofe  cafes,  \vhere 
the  quotations  are  materially  different,  another  tranfla- 
tion  might  have  been  added  in  the  Septuagint  as  a  mar- 
ginal note,  in  the  fame  manner  as  we  find  in  the  Hex- 
apla  under  the  name  of  aXXo?.  In  the  Proverbs  of  So- 
lomon are  inftances  where  the  fame  Hebrew  words  arc 
twice  tranflated,  which  can  be  explained  on  no  other 
fuppofition,  than  that  one  of  them  was  originally  a  mar- 
ginal note,  which  has  infenfibly  crept  into  the  text  itfelf. 
But  this  is  a  fubjeft  on  which  we  have  too  little  Infor- 
mation to  fpeak  with  certainty,  and  what  I  have  ad- 
vanced has  been  rather  with  a  view  of  exciting  others  to 
a  more  minute  inveftigation.  The  following  is  an  in^ 
ftance  \n  which  the  Seventy  has  given  a  falfe  tranflation, 

Prov.   X.    12.    va^rac  THC  ^«  f »Aoyix«vT«c  xaXu^/fi  ^(X(«^  a 

peflage  which  is  twic€  quoted  in  the  New  Teftament, 
and  both  times  with  a  more  accurate  tranflation,  James 
y,  20.  xAXmf^fi  vXud^^c  «|xa^Ti»»,  and  i  Pet.  iv.  8.  on  % 
'  Ayettrn  xAAuif^fi  vXii3«?  afAa^rim.  The  queftion  may  be 
afked,  whether  the  two  apoftles  found  this  reading  in 
their  Greek  Bibles  ?  A  fuppolition  of  this  fort  is  by  no' 
means  contradiftory  to  the  hypothefis  of  Erneili^  pro- 
vided  a  few  examples  be  not  laid  as  the  bafis  of  a  general 
rule.  In  (horr,  with  refpefl  to  the  quotations  from  the 
Old  Teftament  we  muft  wait  for  a  more  perfeft  edition 
of  the  Septuagint,  collated  from  the  belt  manufcripts,  be« 
fore  we  can  fpeak  with  decifion ;  for  in  the  editions  which 
we  have  at  prefent,  too  little  attention  has  been  paid  to  the 
accuracy  of  the  text,  and  the  manufcripts  which  have  been 
ufed  are  not  only  inconfiddrable  in  number,  but  though 
antient,  precifely  thofe  which  are  the  leaft  correft  *. 

»  Sec  the  Orient.  Bibl.  »s  Vol.  IX.  p.  162^171. 

SECT. 
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S    E    C    T^      V. 

Whether  apocryphal  pajfages^  that  iSyJUcb  as  are  not  con^ 
tained  in  our  Hebrew  and  Greek  Bibles^  are  fometitnes 
quoted  in  the  New  Tejlament. 

DISPUTES  had  arifen  fo  early  as  the  age  of  Jerom, 
whether  apocryphal  paflages  were  difcoverable  in 
the  New  Teftament,  upon  which  fubjeQ  the  learned 
father  in  his  conimentajry  on  the  epiitle  to  the  Ephe- 
Cans,  immediately  after  the  words  quoted  from  bim  in 
the  third  feftion  of  this  chapter,  has  the  following  re- 
mark', hoc  autem  cotum  nunc  idcirco  obfervavimus,  ut 
etiam  in  cseteiis  locis  licubi  teftimonia  quafi  de  prophetis 
et  de  veteri  teftamento  ab  apoftolis  ufurpata  funt^  et  in  nof- 
tris  codicibus  non  habentur,  nequaquam  ftatim  ad  apo- 
cryphorum  ineptias  et  deliramenta  curramus  :  fed  fcia- 
mus,  fcripta  quidemcaeflfe  in  veteri  teitamento,.fednon 
ica  ab  apoilolis  edi^a,  et  fenfum  magis  ufurpaium:  nee 
facile  nifi  a  ftudiofis  pofiTe  ubi  fcripta  fint  inveoiri.  He 
expreffes  himfejf  in  llill  flronger  terms  in  his  note  on 
Ifaiah  Ixiv.  3,  a  text  which  St.  Paul  has  quoted,  i  Cor. 
ii,  9*,  but  the  wqrds,  which  are  ufed  by  St.  Paul, 
were  likewife  found  in  feveral  not  only  apocryphal,  bvit 
.  even  defpicable  writings,  from  which  many  writers,  and 
cfpecially  Origcn*,  had  fuppofed  that  St.  Paul  hadim- 
.  mediately  taken  them  ^  On  this  occaiion  the  zeaj  of  the 
»  pious  Jeroui  breaks  forth  in  the  following  exclamation^, 
unde  apocryphoium  deliramenta  conticeant,  quae  ex  oc- 

caiione 

^  In  hb  Comment^  on  Matth.  tcxvU.  9»  10.  ft  tci»t  which  he  fa^yt 
jDiay  be  fought  in  the  apocryplial  writings  of  Jei-emiah,  '*  fciens,  quoniaoi 
et  apollolus  fcripturas  quafdam  fecretorum  (fc.  ouwoif^v^biv)  profer^  iicut 
dicit  allcubi,  *  quod  dculus  non  vidit,  nee  auris  audivit/  in  nuUo  rcgulari 
Hbrp  pofitum  invenitur,  nifi  in  (ecretis  Eliap>  prophetae.'*  He  then  ob- 
ferves,  that  fome  were  inclined  to  rejeft  the  fecond  epiftle  to  Timothy,  oti 
'  account  of  the  mention  c^  Jannes  and  Jambres,  of  whom  do  notice  is  taken 
by  Mofes.  But  as  he  ad'd«,  primam  autem  e^ftolam  ad  Cof  inthios  pxoptipr 
hoc  aliquem  refutafTe.  quafi  adulterinam  ad  aures  meas  minquam  pervenit,  it 
^pe^us  that  he  confidered  the  quotation  from  the  book  of  Elias  as^  genuine 
and  lawful. 


sncT.  V*      ^miafionsfrm  the  Old  TeftameHt  137 

cafione  bujus  teftimonii  ingieruncur  eccleHis  Chridi.  De 
qutbus  vere  dici  poteft,  (fuod  fedeat  diabolus  in  infidiis 
cum  divitibus  in  apocryphis,  ut  interficiat  innocentem. 
Et  iierum  :  *inGdiatur  in  apocrypho,  quafi  leo  in  fpe- 
lunca  faa,  infidiatur  ut  rapiat  paiiperem/  Afcenfio  enim 
Ifaiae,  et  Apocalypfis  Eliac  hoc  habct  teftimonium.  Et 
per  banc  occafionem,  raultaque  hujufcemodi,  Hifpani- 
arum  et  Lufitanlse  deceptae  lunt  mulierculae,  oneratae 
peccatis,  quae  ducuntur  defideriis  variis,  femper  difcentes, 
et  nunquam  ad  fcientiam  veritatis  pervenienles  :  ut  Ba- 
(ilidis,  Balfami,  atque  Thelauri,  Barbilonis  quoque  et 
Leufiborae  ac  reliquorum  nominuna  portenta  fufciperent. 
De  quibus  diligentiffime  vir  apoftolicus  fcribit  Irenaeus^ 
epifcopus  Lugdunenfis,  et  martyr,  multarum  Qrigines 
cxplicans  haerefewn  et  maximeGnofticorum  qui  per  Mar- 
cum  i£gyptium  Gailiarum  primum  circa  Rhodanundt 
deinde  Hifpaniarum  nobiles  foeminas  deceperunt,  mif* 
centes  fabulia  voluptates,  et  imperitiac  fuae  nomen  fcien- 
tiae  vindicantes.  Here  it  is  evident  that  Jerom,  by  apo- 
cryphal books,  underftands  not  thofe  which  are  annexed 
in  our  Bibles  to  the  Old  Teftament,  which,  though  not 
equal  to  the  Holy  Scriptures,  may  be  read  for  example 
of  liFe  and  in(lru£lion  of  manners,  but  certain  fpuriou^ 
and  even  fabulous  works,  fuch  as  *  The  taking  away  of 
Mofes,  The  Afcenfion  of  Ifaiah,  The  Revelation  of  Eli- 
jah, The  Prophecies  of  Enoch.'  It  were  indeed  to  be 
lamented  if  fuch  defpicable  writings  as  thefe  had  been 
quoted  in  the  New  Teftament  as  holy  Scripture,  or  even 
in  fupport  of  a  fingle  truth;  and  candour  obliges  me  to 
feparaie  from  the  reft  of  the  New  Teftament,  the  epiftic 
of  St.  Jude,  the  author  of  which  has  taken  his  accounts, 
as  will  be  fhewn  in  the  fecond  part,  from  the  weakeft 
and  moft  fabulous  produflions,  a  .circumftance  which 
fufficiently  evinc.es  not  only  its  want  of  infpiration,  but 
even  it-s  want  oi  authenticity.  No  fuch  quotations  can 
be  produced  from  the  other  books  of  the  New  Tefta^ 
ment,  for  Jannes  and  Jambres,  mentioned  2  Tim.  iii.  8. 
though  no  where  named  in  the  writings  of  Mofes,  arc 
taken  f rom .  the .  well  known  hiftorical  accounts  of  the 

Jews. 
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Jews  ^  On  the  other  hand,  I  have  reafon  to  fufped  that 
Jbme  of  rhefe  fpuriou$  apocryph'al  produ6tions  were  co«i- 
pofed  after  the  period  in  which  the  New  Teftament  was 
writren,  and  that  chofe  pafTiges  in  which  a  refeitibiance 
to  the  fcriprures  has  been  obferved,  were  taken  from  the 
writings  of  the  Apoftles.  A  Want  of  materials  renders  ^ 
proof  of  this  aflertion  impoflible,  as  the  greateft  part  of 
thcfemiferablecompofiuons  have  met  with  the  fatewhrch 
they  deferved,  having  been  either  totally  loft,  or  at  beft 
preferved  in  very  imperfeft  fragments  ^ 

A  queftion  very  nearly  allied  to  the  preceding,  and 
included  in  it  by  Jerom,  is,  whether  paffages  are  quotecf 
as  proofs  in  the  New  Teftament,  which  might  have  for- 
merly ftood  in  a  genuine  copy  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
but  which  at  prefent  are  contained  neither  irt  our  He- 
brew nor  Greek  Bibles  ?  This  queftion  is  anfwered  in 
the  affirmative  by  Whifton,  and  feveral  other  critics,  who 
have  contended  that  the  paffages  which  are  wanting  have 
been  defignedly,  and  with  a  malicious  intention,  erafed 
by  the  Jews.  Now  it  is  by  no  means  impoffible,  that  in 
avCollettion  of  writings,  of  fuch  antiquity  and  extent  as 
the  Old  Teftament,  (ingle  words,  or  even  whole  lines, 
ihould  have  been  omitted  in  tranfcribing  (jluring  the 
fpace  of  J  700  years  :  but  to  afcribe  it  to  thermal  ice  of 
the  Jews  is  contrary  to  all  probability  ^.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  aifertion  of  Jerom,  that  the  Apoftles  fome- 
times  quoted  in  fuch  a  manner,  ut  non  facile  nifi  a  flru* 
.diofis  poffet,  ubi  fcripta  fint,  reperiri,  is  equally  extra- 
ordinary. Did  the  Apoftles  write  merely  for  the  learned^ 
and  if  the  generality  of  their  readers  are  unable  to  dif- 
cover  the  places  to  which  they  allude,  for  what  purpofe 
did  they  make  the  allufions  ?  It  is  moft  rational  to  chufe 
a  medium  between  thefe  two  opinions,  to  allow  that  cer- 
tain palfjiges  of  the  Old  Teftament  have  been  loft,  to 
which  reference  is  made  by  the  Apoftles,  and  which  ex- 
ifted  in  the  time  of  Chrift,  but  to  afcribe  the  lofs  to  one 
of  thofe  accidents  to  which  all  writings  wbatfoever  are 
expo  fed. 

I  will  conclude  this  fe3ion  with  a  few  obfervations.  on 

two 
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two  remarkable  quotations.  It  is  faid^  Mattb.  ii.  23. 
^  Jefus  dwelt  in  a  city  called  Nazareth,  that  it  might  be 
fulfilled  which  was  fpoken  by  the  prophets.*  The  doubts 
rePpeding  the  two  firft  chapters  of  this  GoFpel,  whether 
they  were  v/ritten  by  St.  Matthew,  or  another  perfon^af- 
fed  not  the  prefent  queftion ;  for  whoever  was  the  au- 
thor>  it  is  certain  that  he  lived  in  the  fir(l  century,  and 
the  quotation  Na^«f  otio;  xAti^ntf-irfti  he  muft  have  believed 
to  tiave  been  in  the  Old  Teftament,  if  not  in  thofe  very 
terms,  at  lead  in  words  expreflive  of  the  fame  meaning. 
Many  have  fuppofed,  that  reference  is  made  to  a  paflage 
which  is  now  loft,  or,  as  Jerom  would  have  called  it, 
apocryphal.  But  this  example  may  be  explained,  with- 
out recurring  to  that  hyppthefis,  as  a  faQ  foretold  by  the 
prophets,  but  delivered  in  the  words  of  the  Evangelift, 
or  perhaps  in  the  terms  that  were  ufed  by  the  adverfaries 
of  Chrift.  Several  of  the  prophets  had  declared  ^  that 
the  Meffiah  would  be  regarded  as  an  impoftor,  and  re- 
jeded  by  the  Jews,'  and  Ifaiah,  ch.  liii.  1 2.  fays  cxprefsly, 
that  he  was  numbered  with  the  tranfgreifors.  Now  the 
word  Nazarene  was  ufed  in  the  time  of  Chrift  as  a  term 
of  contempt  or  reproach,  and  conveyed  the  meaning  of 
impoftor,  or  a  man  of  infamous  chara£ler.  It  appisars 
from  thequeftion  of  Nathaniel,  John  i.  46.  '  Can  there 
any  good  thing  come  out  of  Nazareth,*  that  the  Naza- 
renes  were  held  in  contempt;  and  in  the  paflfage  xai  o-v 
fAiTci  Intf-if  Do-d^ot  Nft^A^tivc,  which  is  the  reading  followed  by 
the  Syriac  tranflaior  *,  Mark  xiv.  67.  it  is  certain  that 
Nn^ftfuvf  was  intended  as  a  token  of  infult.  Expreflions 
of  contempt,  derived  from  the  name  of  a  city  or  province, 
are  frequent  among  men  of  no  education,  and  even  the 
derivation  of  a  name  may  give  occafion  to  a  vulgar  quib- 
ble \     This  explanation,  which  I  had  formerly  given  as 


mere 


»  It  U  uncertain  w&ether  Nazareth  was  written  with  t  or  2.  JlTTi  or 
JITSJ'      According  to  the  former  orthography,  n^O  might  have  been 


T    ; 


«fed  to  fignlfy  unclean,  difguftful,  from  ^t^  faftidire,  yL^  ftercus,   and 

\l  is  pgfilUe  that  ")*)t  m  ufed  ia  this  ienie  %  Ifaiah  i.  4.    If  we  write  it 

accord- 
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ni^c  Rippofitton,  hay  been.fince  confirmed  by  the  ac- 
c6unts  of  travellers,  who  relate  that  there  ^xift  at  this 
▼cry  day  in  Galilee,  Chriftians  called  Nazarenes,  but  who 
are  ftykd  by  the  Miihammed^ms  Nazara,  a  word  which 
they  ufe  to  denote  a  man  of  infamous  charafter  \  This 
epithet  is  fo  frequently  given  to  Chrift  by  his  bittereft 
enemies,  that  it  is  hardly  credible  they  intended  to  exprefs 
only  the  place  of  his  refidence,  without  applying  it  in  the 
double  meaning  which  the  words  admit.  The  prophecies 
therefore,  in  which  was  foretold  that  Chrift  (hould  be  called 
an  impoftor,  were  fulfilled  by  the  application  of  a  nanie 
which  is  expreffive  of  the  fame  florion  ''.  The  word  may 
have  been  even  borrowed  from  a  Chaldee  paraphrafe  '*  of 
Ifaiah  liii.  ti.  nor  the  quotation  be  deemed  apocryphal. 
But  the  other  example  to  which  I  alluded,  Matth. 
xxvii.  9,  10.  will  hardly  admit  a  (imilar  explanation,  as 
the  book  of  Jeremiah,  from  which  the  quotation  is  taken^ 
has  the  paffage  neither  in  the  Hebrew  nor  in  the  Greeks 
The  commentators  in  order  to  refcuc  the  Evangelift 
from  the  charge  of  an- apocryphal  quotation,  have  con- 
tended that  he  has  mentioned  the  prophet  Jeremiah,  %ar 
ifop^uk,  for  the  prophets  in  general,  becaufe  in  fome  nia- 
niifcripts  Jeremiah  is  placed  the  firft  in  the  book  of  the 
prophets,  and  that  in  reality  the  paffage  is  taken  from 
Zechariah  xi.  12,  13.  But  a  fingle  view  of  the  text  in 
Zechariah  is  fufficient  to  refute  this  opinion.     The  Sep- 

tuagint  verfion  xai  Cf  n^-av  juio-d'oy  jus  r^^ouxoyro^  a^^Uf  irc«  Kai 
^a,^  CI  ioKtfAOv  ts'iv  ov  t^ottop  ii'.yiifjLOtfrS'nv  uirip  XMxtay^  icai  cXocf  of^ 

^oovtvrD^^ov^  has  only  three  Words,  xai  tXct>Qou  r^iofrxokra,  in 

common 

according  to  the  Syriac  orthography,  ^"^JtJJ  ^^J  fignify  ulcerous  un- 
clean,  fqr  "IjJ^  in  Arabic  jjaS  fignifies  *  to  bnd,'  *  to  bloom,'  a  term 
spoiled  by  the  Eaftem  nattoas  to  eruptlonf  of  the  ikin'*.  See  Exod.ix. 
9,  10.  Levit.  xiii.  12.  S.ChroA.  xxvi.  19.  and  hence  in  Syriac. j;0^  fig- 
nifies an  hemorFhoidal  excrefcence.  Ifaiah  likewifc,  ch.  xiv.  18-  ufes 
23}n  ^'^^  ^or  *  corpfe  that  was  fo  unclc^i,"that  no  oAe  v»oul4^  carry 
it  to  the  giave  "•,  and  the  literal  Aquilahas  tranflated.it  by  a^  tx^ 

^  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  VoK  X.  p.  47  *^  I 
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commoa  with  Su  Mattbew^  and  the  fubjeft  raatter  itfelf 
h  totally  different,  for,  according  to  the  Suptuagint^  the 
thirty  pieces  of  (itver  are  cad  into  the  melting  pot  in 
order  to  be  proved,  whereas,  according  to  St.  Matthew, 
they  are  applied  tp  the  purchafe  of  the  potter^s  field* 
Nor  can  the  quotation  have  been  taken  from  the  original 
Hebrew,  which  relates  to  a  different  fubjed  from  that 
treated  by  St.  Matthew ;  for  though  mention  is  made  in 
the  Hebrew  of  a  potter,  no  mention  is  made  of  a  pot- 
ter's field.  The  following  comparifon  of  the  words  of 
St.  Matthew  with  the  words  of  the  Hebrew  original,  will 
fufBciently  demonflrate  diat  the  £vangeli(l  has  not  taken 
his  quotation  from  Zechariah. 

Kai  iXotioy  Tft  .TpiAxovTft  apyvpiA.  Thefe  are  almofl  the 
only  words  of  the  pafTage  which  correfpond  to  the  He- 
brew, flDDH  D^B^^fiy  nnpKI?  but  the  correfpondence  is 
rather  apparent  than  rciil,  for  the  Hebrew  word  which 
anf^ers  to  lAotSdv,  is  in  the  firfl  perfon  fingular^  whereas 
<XaC9»,  which  if  alone  might  be  taken  in  the  fame  perfon, 
is  determined  by  f  J«iear  to  be  the  third  perfon  plural. 

Tfiv  TifAnv  T8  TfTi/Atiicif9,  Thcfe  words  are  wanting  in 
the  Hebrew,  for  '^'^^x^  *ntt>  which  are  faid  to  correfpond 
to  them,  are  differently  placed  in  the.  Hebrew,  as  they 
come  before  the  words  that  anfwer  to  xai  fXaCo»,  and  fig* 
nify  egregiMm  pretium,  taken  in  an  ironical  fenfe. 

0>  #Ti/Aiifl-«>T«.  Here  the  Greek  words  are  in  the  third 
perfon  plural,  and  the  Hebrew  ♦n'^p^  ^B^iJ,  quo  eftimar 
tus  in  the  firft  perfon  Angular. 

Air«  vi«v  Ic-pomA.  To  thefe  words  DH^byO  is  faid  to  an- 
fwer. But  if  that  were  true,  the  Greek  would  not.be  a 
tranflation,  but  a  paraphrafe. 

YiAijifMLM  etuTot.  Thefe  words  are  -totally  wanting  in 
the  Hebrew. 

Elf  To»  ayfwf.  Likewife  wanting  in  the  Hebrew, 
though  they  relate  to  the  chief  fubje^  of  the  quotation. 

Tap  x«p«/*M(.  It  is  true  that  a  potter  is  mentioned  ia 
the  Hebrew,  but  not  a  fyllable  of  the  pottery's  field. 

Kftd'n;  a-uMTft^i  /M«i^Kv/»io(.  Likewife  wanting  in  the 
Hebrew,  for  it  would  be  too  great  a  Critical  licence  to 
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^efer  them  to  ^htH  tDtP  "lOMnr  ^^  the  beginmng  of  thc» 
13th  vcrfc. 

'  Befidesi  there  are  words  in  the  Hebtev^  of  which  no 
trace  is  difcoverable  in  the  quotation  erf*  St.  Matthew^ 
fuch  as  iVpttfn  appendcmm,  V\y^iVr\  abjiceid  nO  IfW 
TVttfMI  nW)  idque  in  templuni  Dei  abjeci^  Which  laift 
expreiJion  would  hardly  have  been  omitted  by  St.  Mai« 
thewi  if  he  had  quoted  from  Zechariah. 

The  matter  being  thus  circttmftaiiced,  it  feems  not  a 
little  extraordinary,  that  commenutors  ihbuld  infift  that 
St.  Matthew  has  quoted  from  Zecharii^,  when  theEran- 
geiift  himfelf  declares  that  he  has  taken  the  pafiaige  frdm 
Jeremiah.  As  far  as  I  am  able  tojudge^  the  only  ttiode  of 
fotving  the  difficulty,  is  to  fuppofe  that  St.  Matthew  has 
borrowed  the  quotation  from  fome  fragment  of  Jere-- 
miah  which  is  no  longer  extai$t^  efpecially  as  Jerom  him- 
felf relates  that  he  bad  feen  it  iti  an  apoctypbat  book  of 
that  prophet,  written  in  Hebrew^  and  in  the  bands  of  the 
Jif  azarenes  ^^  The  difcovery,  wfaieb  has  been  made  of 
this  paffage  in  a  Coptic  LeAionariuaii  I  (ball  not  men* 
tion  bere,  as  I  have  given  an  account  of  it  in  another 
place*.  It  is  likewife  probable,  that  it  ftdod  in  certain 
copies  of  the  Arabic  tranflation,  as  app^z/s  from  the  re- 
lation of  Dominicus  Macer  in  his  Apparentes  facrae 
fcripturae  contradidiones,  p.  25.*  fed  hie  prfietereundum 
non  eft,  quod  mihi  nuper  oftenditD.  Abraam  Echetten- 
fis,  Maronitai  in  Rothano  Sapientiae  Arehigymnafio  Chal- 
daicae  ac  Arabics  linguae  publicus  profefTor,  et  meus  In 
prsscognofceddls  Arabicl^  biblicis  diligentiflimus  collega. 
Apud  hunc  virum  inter  CK>tnplureis  Itbros  Arabicosmanu- 
fcriptos  quidam  iingularis  exiftit  infcriptus  liber  margari- 
tarum  pretiofarum,  eftque  de  operibus  Domini.  AuCtor 
hujus  libri  ait  odio  ac  malitia  Judaeorum  iftam  propfae^' 
nam  erafam  fuifle,  unde  cap.  7.  loquens  de  Chrifti  paf- 
fione  Jeremiae  verba  citat,  quab  ex  Arabico  in  l&tinum 
converfa  taiia  funt:  ^^  turn  dixit  JcremiasadPeffaiur,  tarn 
diu  cum  patribus  veftris  eftis  contrarii  verii^ti ;  filii  au^ 
tern  'veftri,  qui  vcnient  poft  vos,  pa^etrabunt  peccatum 
magis  eno^me  quam  vos,  quoniam  appretiabum  ilUntH 

qui 

«  Sec  the  Oricut.  BibU  ««  Vol  IV.  p.  307-411. 
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qui  Don  habct  pretium,  et  pati  facient  qui  fanat  morbos, 
et  dimittit  peccata.  Etaecipieni  triginta  argent eospret mm 
illius  qi^em  etneruntfilii  Jfrael^  Gfc.**  "Now  even  without 
the  affiftaDce  of  the  Arabic  and  Coptic  fragments,  it  is 
eafy  to  fee  in  what  part  of  Jeremiah  a  paflage  Gmilar  to 
that  quoted  by  St.  Matthew  might  have  ftood,  namely, 
after  the  fixth  verfe  of  the  twentieth  chapter ;  but  we  have 
reafon  to  be  diflatisBed  with  Jerom,  for  not  having  com* 
xnunicated  the  paffage,  which  he  had  feen  in  the  Jere- 
miah of  the  Nazarenes,  as  no  doubt  can  be  entertained 
that  the  Evangelift  ha$  quoted  from  a  part  of  Jeremiah 
that  is  BO  longer  extant*  The  quefltion  whether  that 
paSage  was  genuinei  muft  h^  determined  by  the  infpirav 
tioBofSt^  Matthew:  an  infpired  writer  would  hardly 
have  quoted  .a  text  th^t  was  fpurious,  but  if  any  one  can 
convince  ipe  that  3t,  Matthew  was  not  infpired^  I 
lie^vip  the  quotiitioa  undetermined. 

Aoother  fo  remarkable  inftance  of  the  quotation  of 
a  loft  pailiig^  I  dp  not  at  prefeqt  re<;oll€&,  though  it  if 
not  improbable  that  St.  James  in  the  fourth  chapter 
of  hia  epiftie,  ver«  5.  has  introduced  a  maxim  that 
formerly  ftopd  in  the  Proverbs  of  Solomon^  which  a( 
pr^f^nt  i»  fought  in  vain. 
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Of  the  R^}ii^al  nto^e  ((fqH9f^tipn  in  the  Nfw  Tefi^mevtp 

TH£  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  quote  in  general 
like  the  Rabbins,  without  mentioning  the  plcfce^ 
from  which  the  quotation  is  taken,  as  thej^refuppofe  the 
reader  to  be  fo  well  acquaisited  with  the  Old  Teftament, 
that  he  will  be  able  to  hnd  it  without  ^iimicular  diredipn. 
Hlo  quote  by  chapter  and  verfe  uras  atthat^  time  impoffi- 
J»le,  yet  there  i;s  a  fingle  inftance.  Ads  xiii,  33.  where  a 
paffisigp  k  e;cpr^&ly  faid  to  b$  taj^s^  f ppm  a><i#f ftl^fallh*, 

^'My  reafons  far  |9referring  die  readitg  |p  rf  ^/iV^  '^  9putu^  will 


S44  ^ataiknsfrom  tbi  Old  TeftamenU     chap,  v^ 

which  very  pafTage  we  read  ait  prcfent  in  the  fecond,  a. 
matter  which  different  critics  have  differently  attempted 
to  explain*.  The  method  ufed  by  the  Rabbins  to  de- 
note the  fedion,  from  which  they  borrowed  a  quotation, 
bds  been  defcribed  in  the  fiFth  fedion  of  the  fourth  chap-  ^ 
ter ;  to  which  I  will  here  fubjoin  the  following  examples, 
Luke  XX.  37.  Mark  xii.  26.  Rom.  xf.  2.  in  which  a 
iingle  word  determines  the  place  of  the  Old  Teftamenr 
from  which  thofe  paflages  are  taken  \ 

Heinfius  has  made  a  very  juft  and  ufeful  obfervation, 
ihat  fometimes  the  initial  words  only  of  a  quoted  pafiage 
are  produced,  while  thofe,  in  which  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment confiRs,  or  the  abfence  of  which  deflroys  the  con- 
nexion, are  omitted.  This  was  the  ufual  prafiice  of  the 
Rabbins,  as  appears  from  numberlefs  examples.     Abe- 
nefra  has  the  following  remark  on  Hof.  ii.  8.  *  The  If- 
raelites  had  hitherto  fuppofed  that  the  Baals,  to  whom- 
they  facrificed,  had  been  the  promoters  of  their  profpe- 
rity,  as  we  read  D^DtWI  T&tvb  "^^  libin  TK  pi,  i.  e. 
lince  we  left  off  to  burn  incenfe  to  the  queen  of  heaven.*^ 
TJiis  quotation  is  taken  from  Jeremiah  xliv.  18.  but  the 
principal  wordsrare  omitted,  namely,  ^  we  have  wanted 
all  things,  and  have  been  confumed  by  the  fword^  and  by 
the  famine.*    The  fame  Rabbi  obferves  on  Hof.  ii.  22. 
that  nSVK  is  twice  ufed  in  that  fenfe,  to  denote  the  con- 
ftant  and  the  eternal,  ^♦ninnj  11*8^3  103.     The  Word* 
ni'inj  ItttS^J)  are  taken  frdm  Pfklm  xciii.  3.  and  are  ufed 
twice,  as  n^VM  is  in  the  text  of  Hofea ;  but  Abenefra  has 
cinitted  the  repetition,  in  which  alone  the  fimilarity  con- 
fifls,  and  has  left  it  to  be  fupplied  by  his  readers.     In 
the  (ame  concife  manner  he  has  quoted  Jeremr  xxii.  3. 
in  his  note  to  Hof.  ii«  23.    It  is  true,  that  we  ourfelves, 
fn  certain^ cafes  quote  only  the  initial  words  of  a  biblical 
text,  but  as  the  chapter  and  verfe  is  ufually  prefixed, 
immediaie  reference  can  be  made  to  the  place,  from  which 

'it 

V  'Fhe  mt^oev  iff  which'I  hafie  atttmptcA  to  reconcile  the  ficmtng  e^go^ 
*  trii4^£li«iVj|^m&7  .^/<^l^  ^ Jthe  pri^ient;  Bib}.  Vgl.  JI.  py.SSOS    My  opiwon 
wfi  iirft  founded  oh  tKeCaflel  Manufcript,  aind  hat  bedi  finer- confirmed  Vj* 
the  fiifOTery  ^  aiQotherMaiiu&ript,  mitten  ia  1298. 
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it  is  taken.  The  Rabbins,  on  the  contrary,  without  any 
reference  wbatfoever,  quoted  in  this  manner  on  every 
occaiion ;  which  prefuppofes  in  the  reader  a  very  inti- 
mate acquaintance  with  the  Bible,  an  acquaintance  the 
more  to  be  expeded  from  a  Jew,  as  that  book  alone 
comprehended  the  whole  compafs  of  Jewifh  literature. 
This  mode  of  quotation  muft  have  taken  place  in  a  very 
early  period,  for  we  find  an  inftance  of  it  in  the  firfl: 
book  of  Maccabees,  ch.  vii.  17.  where  the  verb  belong- 
ing to  o-A^xac  oLMtm  is  omittedj  and  the  conftrudion 
thereby  rendered  imperfeft  ^. 

The  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts  have  fometimes  quoted 
in  the  fame  manner,  of  which  hx  iind'u/biYia'fi;,  Rom.  vii, 
7*  xiii.  9.  is  an  undeniable  inftance  ^     In  the  following 
example,  Rom.  x.  S.  cyyv^  <r8  ro  ^n/wa  sni^  »  ru  c-ojmiti  9m 
%0L\  vt  Tif  xa^im  o-s,  there  is  undoubtedly  wanting  fome 
principal  word,   the  abfence  of  which  makes  the  con^ 
ilru6lion  itfelf  deficient ;  for  the  words  as  they  ftand  at 
prefent  convey  really  no  meaning,  though  enthufiafts 
have  pretended  to  difcover  in  them  a  certain  inward 
light.     But  if  we  fupply  the  words  which  are  omitted, 
voifiir  ftUTo,  th^  whole  paflage  becomes  intelligible^  and 
fignifies,  ^  the  word  which  is  at  hand,  to  do  it  with  thy 
mouth  and  with  thy  heart;'  and  though  St.   Paul  has 
notexprefled  them,  it  is  certain  that  he  underftood  them% 
as  appears  from  the  following  verfes,  where  he  fliews  ia 
what  manner  the  word  of  faith  muft  be  fulfilled  in  our 
mouths,  and  in  our  hearts.    See  the  note  to  Deut.  xxx. 
14.  in  my  German  tranflation  of  the  Bible  ^      St.  Paul, 
Rom.  X.  20.  has  quoted  Ifaiah  Ixv.  i.  but  only  in  part, 
and  the  words,  which  he  has  omitted,  are  more  expreffi ve, 
than  thofe  which  he  has  produced;  no  doubt  therefore 
can  be  made,  that  he  intended  to  include  thofe  alfo  in  the 
quotation.  Rom.  xi.  27.  a  paflage  is  quoted  to  prove 
the  future  general  converfion  and  acceptation  of  the 

Jewifll  l)ation,  xai  uvrti  o^utok  ^i  v»p*  tfAH  iiOLinKn,  diary  aft' 

XufAAi  rotf  ajM«fTi«c  «uT»v,  which  breaks  off  fo  very  ab- 
ruptly, as  to  leave  the  fentence  devoid  of  meaning,  and 
even  of  grammatical  conftruflion,    Here  it  is  almoft 

e  3  eerlain^ 
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tertain^  that  St.  Paul  intended,  tfiPt  after  ^laOvxn'fliouId 
be  fupplied  that^  which  follows  it  in  Ifaiah  Ijx.  21.  whkh 
h  fo  eflential  to  his  purpofe;  and  with  refped  t6  ^»v 
ft^fAu/EAAi  Tftc  apkafnetg  Avrtti^)  the  Apoftle  intended  that 
the  reader  Ihould  fupply  the  whole  paiTage  taken  from 
Jeremiah  xxxi.  33 — 37.  or  thefe  very  wofd*  were  in  St. 
Paurs  copy  of  Ilaiah '.  St.  Matthew,  ch.  xxi.  1 3.  quiolfti 
from  Ifaiah  Ivi.  7.  q  oi^ro?  pn  on^i  v^^vtu^u  kXhh^iTtn^  bht 
as  the  fubjcft  immediately  related  to  the  cdurt  of  ih* 
Gentileis,  which  the  fellers  had  profaned^  by  converting 
it  into  a  market  place,  he  naturally  meant  to  imply  the 
remaining  words  roif  tiu^i^  which  St.  Mark  (n  iiit  pa^f 
T^llel  place  has  exprefied^  St.  Luke,  ch.  i.  ip  ba$ 
quoted  Malachi  iv.  o.  but  has  omitted  half  of  the  qt^o- 
tation^  which  has  occafioned  fome  obfcurity.  Seetpjf 
Ndte  on  Heb.  ii.  13  ".  Another  inftance,  which  how- 
ever i$  doubtful,  is  that  of  yf  Zaf 9Xi*ir,  Mattb.  iv.  15. 

Fro|p  thi$  mode  of  quotation  we  ihay  conjplude  tha$ 
the  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts  prefuppofed  that  theif* 
i^eaders  were  well  acquainte4  if^Uh  the  Old  Teftaipent^ 
and  that  it  formed  the  fqbje^  of  their  daily  tenure. 
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CHAP.     VI. 

CRITICAL    IISIftUIRY    INTO    THE    VARIOUS    »«A0IN«     P? 

THE    NEW   TESTAMENT. 

S    Jl    C   T.      I. 

fbf  AutografbOi  or  original  nfomfifipts  of  the  ^e^  Tfjh- 

inent  are  loft.' 

AUTOGRAPHA,  or  original  manafcripts  of  the 
New  Teftamcnt%  are  the  firft  copies  of  ^ach  book, 
which  were  written  either  by  the  Apoftles  themfclvcs,  or 
by  amanuenfes  uhdfer  their  immediate  infpcaion.  The 
latter  mode  was  ufually  adopted  by  St.  Paul,  buttq 
ayoid  the  circulation  of  fpuriou§  epiftles,  he  wrote  the 

concluding  bcnediaion  vith  his  own  hand  \ 

N6ne 

•  Seeltom.  :^i.  2«.  GaL  vi.  1\.  vA  2  Thcf.  Ui.  IT,  18,  compared  iri* 
Ch.  u.a.  iCor.  x?i.21« 
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Mooe  loF  thefe  origioal  manttfcrtpls  arc  oow  remaining, 
.  nor  i^QgJd  Uieir  prefervation  be  expeded,  without  the  in- 
terpoGuoo  of  a  miracle,  during  the  fpace  of  feveoteen 
<)enturie$«    Were  they  now  extant,  they  would  greatly 
exceed  ia  antiquity  the  oldeft  manufcripts  that  are 
known,  in  whiqh  a  thou&nd  years  are  conGdered  as  a 
Vfery  great  age,  and  none  perhaps  can  be  produced,  that 
.  iwere  writtep  prior  to  the  fixth  century.    The  pretended 
original  :of  St.  MarkTs  Gofpel  at  Venice  will  be  more 
iully  ei^amiqed  in  the  fequel :  it  is  known  at  pcefent  to 
Jbe  iiothing  more  than  a  copy  of  the  Latin  verfion,  and, 
.  4;onGdei:ing  the  dampnefs  of  the  place,  in  which  it  is 
,  Icept^  the  circumftance  of  its  prefervation,  were  it  9l% 
,  antiqot  as  many  have  fuppofed,  would  be  Aill  more  mi- 
raculous ihan  the  work  itfelf. 

hM  what  benefit ibould  we  derive  from  the  poffeffion 
c^f  tbefe  manufcripts,  or  what  inconvenience  do  we  fuf- 
•tain  from  their  Xok^  No  critic  in  claffical  literature  in- 
quii^e^  ^fter  the  original  of  a  profane  author,  or  doubts 
qfitbeautben^city. of  Cicero's  Offices,  becaufe  the  copy 
is  no  longer  Extant,  which  Cicero  wrote  with  his  own 
hand.  An  antiquarian,  or  colle&or  of  antient  records, 
will  hardly  maintain  that  the  probability  of  theie  books 
b^ing  genuine. is  inferior  to  the  probability  that  a  record 
in  >his.pofleffion  of  the  twelfth  century  is  an  authentic 
document  of  that. period :  for  though  his  record  is  only 
fixhundrod  y^r5.old,.9nd  the  works  of  Cicero  are  thrice 
as  antient,  we  are  more  expofed  to  impofition  in  the 
former  inftance,  as  the  forgery  of  antiquities  is  often 
.praflifed  by  tbofe,.whofe  bufinefsand  profit  is  to: lead  the 
curious  into  error.  But  fuppofing  that  the  original  ma- 
nufcripts of  Cicero,  Caiifar,  Paul,  and  Peter  were  now  ex* 
taut,  it  would  be  iaipofliblexo  decide  whether  they  were 
fpurious,  ^r  whetberrthey  were  actually  written  by  the 
bands  of  tbefe  authors.  .The  cafe  is  different  with  refped 
to*  performs,  .who  have  lived  in  the  two  lad  centuries^  whofe 
baiid^writing  is  known,  with  whlsh  a  copy  in  queftion 
may  be  comparedand  >determined.;  but  we  have  no  cri* 
i^riou,  that  can  be  .applied  to  manufcriptar  fb  old  as  the 

i2  4  Chriftian 
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ChriftUnasra.  Yet  admittiog  that  thefe  original  writings 
^ere  exum,  that  we  had  pofitive  proofs  of  their  au- 
themicityj  and,  what  is  ftili  moFe,  that  the  long  period  of 
feventeen  centuries  had  left  the  colour  of  the  letters  un* 
faded,  ftill  they  would  be  no  infallible  guide  in  regard  to 
the  various  readings.  Miftakes  of  writing  are  frequently 
found  in  the  copy,  .which  proceeds  from  an  author  hioi-' 
Celf ;  in  the  publication  of  various  works  I  have  difco-^ 
vered,  from  reviling  the  printed  fheet,  errors  in  the  fup- 
pofed  correB  manufcript  that  was  fent  to  the  printer,  and 
the  fame  inaccuracies  might  have  happened  to  the  co- 
pyift  employed  by  St.  Paul.  The  late  Reifke  has  (hewn 
with  very  convincing  arguments  that  the  copy  of  AbuU 
feda*s  Geography,  in  the  univerQty  library  at  Leyden,  is 
written  with  Abulfeda's  own  hand,  yet  in  fome  cafes  we 
juftly  prefer  the  reading  of  other  manufcripts,  where  the 
author  feems  to  have  committed  an  error,  which  was  af- 
terwards correQed  in  the  publication  of  the  work.    fici( 
as  the  letters  of  the  autographa  mull  have  been  rendered 
illegible  by  length  of  time,  they  would  afford  no  critical 
:  aifillance  in  deciding  on  doubtful  readings. 

Knittel,  in  bis  edition  of  a   Fragment  of  Ulphilafs, 
p.  129  %  accounts  for..the  lofs  of  the  original  manufcripts 
of  the  New  Teftament  in  a  very  extraordinary  manner. 
He  is  of  opinion,  that  the  original  Goipels  and  Epiftles, 
as  foon  as  the  different  communities,  for  whofe  ufe  they 
were  written  had  taken  a  copy,,  were  returned  to  the 
.  authors ;  he  lays  it  was  the  general  praflrce  dmong  the 
Chriftians  of  that  age^  and  in  fopport  of  that  affertion 
!  appeals  to  a  paffage  in  Poly  carp,  and  another  in  Jerom. 
'  Uis  arguments; feem  very  unfatisfafiory,  and  it  is  reafon- 
-  able. to  fuppofe  that  the  very  fame  accidents  which  have 
'  robbed  us  of  other  antient  documents,  have  deprived  us 
r  likewife  of  thefe  originals.     Dr.  Semler,  in  his  f  Attempt/ 
.  to  elucidate  an  antient  Fragment  of  the  Gothic  Verfion,^ 
^publifhed  at  Halle  in  1764^,  has  made  feveral  ftridures 
on  Knittel,  and  his  work  may  be  confulted  by  thofe  whQ 
|P]fh  to  have  more  ample  information. 

It  has  been  CQndtided^  from  at  pailage  of  Ignatius,  in 
'♦* '*'■'..  the 
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the  eighth  .chapter  of  his  eptftle  to  the  Philadelphians^ 
that  (bme  of  the  firft  Chrifttans  appealed  to  the  original 
manufcripcs  at  that  time  extant,  and  held  them  in  great 
veneration ;  for  which  chey  were  ridiculed,  as  js  likewife 
inferred  fron»  the  fame  pafTage,  by  the  early  fathers,  and 
ihofe  who  had  the  greateft  authority  in  the  church;    To 
determine,  whether  this  inference  is  juftly  drawr^  it  is 
necelfary  to  read  the  whole  epiftle  to  the  Philadelpbians, 
which  will  thiaw  more  light  on  the  fubjed,  than  all  the 
writings,  to  which  the  conteft  has  given  birth  in  modern 
ages  ;  two  of  thefe  however  I  would  recommend  to  the 
perufal  of  my  readers,  though  I  differ  in  opinion  from 
the  authors  of  both,  namely,  Pfaffii  Differtatio  de  genui- 
nis  N.  T.  leftionibus,  §  i,  2,  3,  and  Frickii   Commen- 
tatio  decura  EcclefixVeteris  circa  canonem  Sacrse  Scrip- 
turar,  cap.  14.  J  5  and  16.  According  to  the  common  tran- 
flation,  the  pauage  in  queftion  is  as  toilows,  ^  I  have  heard 
fome  perfons  fay,  if  I  Hnd  it  not  in  the  original  manu- 
fcripts  (ii>  T«K  «fx**^*0  ^^  ^^^  Gofpel,  I  believe  it  noL 
And  when  I  faid,  thus  it  is  written,  they  anfwcred  hefe 
are  the  original  manufcripts.     But  my  original  mantl* 
fcript  (ra  a^yjxio^  is  Jefus  Chrift,  and-  the  incorruptible 
writings  are  his  CrofS|  and  his  Death,  and  his  Refurrec- 
Uon,  and  Faith  in  him\'     If  this  tranflation  were  accQ« 
rate,  it  would  of  courfe  follow,  that  the  original  manu-  , 
fcripts  of  the  Apoftles  exifted  in  the  time  of  Ignutius, 
but  it  would  likewife  follow  that  the  anfwer  oF  the  apof- 
tolic  father  was  extremely  weak.  Now  afx^^^  appears  to 
me  to  convey  no  other  meaning  than  the  writings  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  in  which  cafe  the  words  of  Ignatius  ought 
to  be  tranflated  in  the  following  manner,  ^  I  have  heard 
fome  perfons  fay.  If  I  find  it  not  in  the  Old  Teftament 
(iif  To»t  «fX'»oK,  i*e.  ygeifAfAaa-i)  I  believe  it  not,  and  when 
I  faid  thus  it  is  written  (appealing  probably  to  the  Greek 
Bible),  they  anfwcred,  Here  is  the  Old  Teftament  (re- 
ferring 

'  ^  So^t '  of  the  copies  infteavl  of  a^;^A«a  and  a^aiotf^  b«^vc  tt^na 
»nd  ft^xMtKi  «ccordin|;  to  which  reading  appeal  was  made  to  the  arcliiyet 
of  the  diurchet,  im  whicb  faithful  tranlll'ipti  of  the  New  Tefbunent  wi«t 
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ierring  to  die  Hebrew  tprtginai).  Bitt  >o  me  is  Je(Us 
iChriA  the  o)dieft  b6ok,  and  nyincorru^ptible  book  i$  his 
Crof^  his  Death,  his  KefurreQion^  and  Faiib  in  him/ 
Ignatius  difputed  wiihperfons^  v^hOjftough  notof  Jewifli 
origin,  yet  preached,  as  he  calls  it,  Ju4ai&i^  becaufe  ihey 
lyelieved  only  thofe  tenets  which  could  be  proved  from 
the  Old  IXbmem  as  well  as  from,  the  New ;  and  the 
diftindiop  which  he  has  made  previous  to  the  paflage 
in  queftion  between  tbe  New  TeAaoient  and  the,  pro- 
phets, implies  that  bis  ppf^aoems  bad  pi^efexred  the 
.prophets  to  the  GofpeK  His  wcMrds  are,  ^^  I  Qee.to  the 
Gofpel  as  to  the  body  of  Chriil  himfelf,  and  to  .the  Apof. 
ties  as  the  high^council  of  bis  .church.  Though  we  re* 
ipe3  the  prophets  becaufe  they  have  predicted  the  Gof- 
pel, &c^."  and  foon  after  belays,  ^' WiUany  man  pceaoh 
the  Jewifh  religion,  hear  himnc^  :  it  is  bettor  to  hear  the 
do6trines  of  Chrift  from  one  circumcifed,  than  Judaifm 
ixom  one  uncir.cumcifed.  But  if  neither  of  them  fpeak 
of  Chrift,  regard  them  as  iftfcribed  ilones^  or  monuments 
^  of  the  dead,  on  wbich  are  the  names  only  of  joen/*  Ac- 
cording  to  t\fk  explanation,  the  apoftolicfather  has  given 
.  a  proper  anfwer :  the  'Chriftian  religion^  oonBrmed  by 
jnirades,  can  fiand  of  itfelf  without  foreign  fupport,  and 
the  jequeft  was  unreafonable  that  the  articles  of  faith 
ihould  be.  like  wife  demonftrated  from  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment.  But  in  this  manner  the  paflage,  to  which  appeal 
ia  mado,  in  order  to  prove  the  exiftence  of  the  original 
manufcripts  in  the  time  of  Ignatius^  is  found  lo  relate 
to  a  different  fubje£l. 

TentiUian,  in  his  Treatife  de  Praefcriptionibus^  ^  36, 
refers  to  many  autographa  f  as  ftill  extant^  and  .Peter,  an 
Alexandrine  biibop  or  the  fourth  century,  appeals  to  an 
original  manufcript  of  Su  John's  Gofpel,  pteferved  and 
worfliipped  at  Ephefus^  i3ut  as  tpue  criticifm  was  at 
.thataime  imperfeElly  lUnderfloodi  the  cbarader  of  anti- 
quity 

«  Tlttt  TertuUiaoiMindecilinis  by  acitlieBticse  fitCMe  the  oiiginat  «^epHiles,t 
.  liM  Veen  fliewn^  by  J.  £.  J.  Walch,  ui^is'  effiif  De^  ApeAokvttm  tilcEitaufthm- 
ticis  a  TcrtulJiano  conunooorati A  .    . 

*  See  Dionyiii  Petavii  Unuiologia;  p.  397« 
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quity  was  often  applied  by  fraod  and  fupefftition  to  ofa« 
jeds,  that  were  only  modern.  TertuUian,  in  defe^^diog 
tbe  caufe  of  religion  and  ifae  churcht  is  too  partial  an 
advocate  to  be  entitled  tp  implicit  faith;  and  by  magni* 
fying  his  account^  fo  as  to  exceed  the  bounds  of  proba- 
bility,  be  renders  his  evidence  ftill  more  fufptciotts.  He 
£iy6,^^apud  quas  authentic^  titers  apoftolorum  recitan*- 
tqr/'  but  it  is  hardly  credible  that  the  epiftles  were  ufu- 
ally  read  in  the  public  fervioe  at  Philippi,  Corinth, 
Tbeflalonica,  Sphefus,  and  Rome,  from  tbolb  very  ori- 
^nals^  which  the  Apoftle^  a  century  a/nd  a  half  prevdoute 
to  that  period,  lent  to  thofe  communities ;  for  if  ^be 
church  had  bam  ftill  in  pofieffion  of  thofe  precious  ma*- 
nufcriptSy  ififtead  ofcxpofing  them  tothedanger  of  being 
wotn  out  by  frequent  ufe,  it  w<)uld  rather  have  preferv- 
^d  them  in  its  archives,  and  atade  ufe  of  tranfcripts  for 
the  common  fervice. 

Ic  has  been  juflly  remarked,  that  tbe  original  of  St. 
•Paurs  Epiftles  to  the  Romans  could  ooc  have  been  ex^ 
tant  in  the  xniddle  of  the  fecond  century ;  for  Marcioa, 
who  tnade  fo  many  alterations  in  the.  text  of  the  New 
Tettament,  came  himfelf  to  Rome,  where  «n  appeal  to 
the  original,  had  it  then  exifted^  muft  have  ejopofed  faim 
10  public  fl^ame,  wherever  his  akerations  were  unwar- 
TUnted,  and  have  confirmed .  thofe  which  were  really 
'grounded ;  but  as  the  Hiftory  of  the  Church  is  filent 
'upon  this  fubjed,  it  isreafonable  to  fuppofe  that  no  fuch 
jcomparifon  pither  was  or  could  be  tnade. 

The  early  lofs  pf  the  Autographa  of  fhe  New  Tefta*- 
t|3iem  affords  juft  matter  of  furprife,  when  we  reflet  that 
*the  original  m^nufcripts  of  Luther,  and  other  eminent 
mtxi  ivfao  lived  af  the  time  <£  the  Reformation,  whofe 
writings  are  of  much  lefs  importance  than  thofe  of  the 
Apoftie^,  are  ^x\\  fubfifting.  Various  caufes  may  have 
ponitrrbucedto  this  exttaordinary  circumftanoc,  of  which 
fi^eral  have  b^en  alledgedin  Grieibach's  Hiftoria  texuis 
itpiftohn-um  P^auli,  fed.  il  §  7^  84  My  iemiments  upon 
tbU  fti^bj^  are  as  'ibllewa. 

T)i^oy}gin€4  manufcripo),  that  a^  now  'exlant,  mre 

chiefly 
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chiefly  of  fuch  works,  as  have  ncvtj  been  piiblifhed;  bu 
when  a  book  is  made  known  to  the  public,  the  hand- 
writing of*  the  author  ceafes  to  be  of  value,  and  dwindles 
into  oblivion.  The  edition  itfelf  fupplies  the  place  of 
the  author's  copy,  which  a  printer  thinks  it  ufelefs  to 
preferve,  when  the  publication  is  finiOied.  In  the  fame 
manner  the  feveral  books  of  the  New  Teftament  circu- 
lated among  the  Chriftians  in  numerous  copies  :  tbefe 
were  foon  colTeded  into  a  volume,  and  formed  the  edi- 
tion in  general  ufe ;  and  as  no  difputes  had  then  arifen 
on  the  fubjed  of  various  readings,  they  felt  not  the  ne- 
ceffity  of  preferving  in  a  common  archive  the  manufcripts 
of  the  Apoftles.  The  fituaiion  of  the  Chriftian  churches 
was  at  that  time  extremely  different  from  the  prefent': 
the  moil  eminent,  which  were  thofe  of  Rome  and  Co- 
rinth, confided  of  a*  number  of  fmall  focieties,  that  af- 
fembled  feparately  in  private  houfcs,  having  no  public 
building  as  a  conimon  receptacle  for  the  whole  commu- 
nity ;  and  even  in  thofe  private  houfes  a  moderate  num- 
ber only  could  meet  together,  as  it  was  their  cuftom  not 
merely  to  pray  and  to  teach,  but  likewife  to  celebrate 
their  feafts  of  love.  The  epiftle,  which  they  had  received 
from  St.  Paul,  was  not  the  property  of  any  one  fociety  in 
particular,  but  belonged  to  the  community  at  large,  and 
that  which  was  fent  to  the  Corinthians  was  addrefled  to 
the  communities  throughout  all  Achaia.  Each  fociety 
copied  the  epiftle  in  its  turn,  and  befide  the  general 
copies,  many  individuals  probably  took  copies  for  thenv- 
felves,  whence  the  original  manufcript  of  the  Apoftle, 
in  paffing  through  fo  many  hands,  where  perhaps  not 
always  the  greateft  care  wa6  taken,  mud  unavoidably 
have  fufFered.  The  Chriftian  communities  in  Rome  and 
Corinth  b^d  no  common  archive,  or  public  library,  in 
Which  the  manufcript  of  the  Apoftle  might  have  been 
aAerwards  depofued^  for  want  of  which  the  original,  as 
foon  as  a  fuSicient  number  of  copies  had  been  made,  was 
forgouen  and  loft.  In  other  cities  the  number  of  iiogle 
focieties,  among  .which  the  epiftle  was  divided,  was  in- 
ferior indeed  to  that  in  Rome,  Corinth,  or  £pbefus,  but 

the 
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the  fame  caufes  contributed  in  each  to  the  lofs  of  the 
original  epiftle. 

The  late  or  early  lofs  of  the  Autographa  has  no  in* 
fluence  on  the  grounds  of  our  faith,  for  the  credibility 
of  a  book,  which  during  the  life  of  the  author  has  been 
made  known  to  the  world,  depends  not  on  the  prefer- 
vation  of  the  author's  manuTcript.  No  reader  of  the  pre- 
fent  work  will  inquire  after  the  copy,  which  I  fend  to  the 
printer,  to  determine  whether  the  work  itfelf  be  fpuriou$ 
or  authentic;  nor  was  it  neceflary,  for  determining  the 
authenticity  of  the  New  Teftament,  to  preferve  the  ori-, 
ginals,  for  each  book,  during  the  lives  of  the  Apoftles, 
was  circulated  throughout  the  Chriftian  world  in  num- 
berlefs  copies,  though  they  were  not  colleQed  during  that 
period  into  a  fingle  volume. 


SECT.      II. 

Whether  the  early  lofs  of  the  Autographa  has  occafioned  mif 
takes  in  all  the  fubfequent  copies.  Two-fold  edition  of 
the  books  of  the  New  Tejiament^  one  before^  the  other 
after ^  the  death  of  the  Apoftl&s. 

AS  the  Autographa  of  the  New  Teftament  fell  fo 
early  into  oblivion,  it  is  natural  to  inquire,  whe- 
ther the  true  reading  of  certain  paffages  be  not  entirely 
loft,  and  without  any  trace,  either  in  the  oldelt  manu- 
fcript,  or  in  the  moft  antient  verfion.  This  queftion, 
delivered  in  other  terms,  anounts  to  nothing  more  than, 
whether  it  be  not  allowable,  in  certain  cafes^  to  make  u(e 
of  critical  conjefture  in  the  New  Teftament,  as  well  as 
in  other  books.  We  take  this  liberty  with  writers  in  ge- 
neral, andcorrefl  fometimes  the  very  manufcripc,  which 
an  author  had  written  with  his  own  hand,  who,  as  well 
as  a  copyift,4S  expofed  to  the  danger  of  writing  wrong. 
The  oldeft  mapufcriptsof  the  New  Teftament  were  made 
ma^y  centuries  after  the  lofs  of  the  originals;  we  mud 
inquire,  thcriefoco^intoitiie  modieof  publication  adopted 

ID 
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in  the  firft  age  of  Chriftiaiiity»  with  refpeft  to  thofe  writ«» . 
ings  which  compofe  at  prefent  the  New  Teftatnent.     No  • 
certain  hiftorical  evidence  can  be  produced  on  this  fub^* 
jcd,  our  accounts  of  the  primitive  churchy  like  thofe  of 
all  (bcieties  and  nations  in  their  ftate  of  in&ncy^  being 
imperfect  and  obfcnre.  But  no  doubt  can  be  isntenained 
that  the  feveral  parts  of  the  New  Teftament  underwent 
originally  a  two^fold  publication  ;  and  the  anfwer  to  our 
prefent  inquiry  muft  be  determined  by  deciding  which  ^ 
of  thofe  publications  formed  the  bafis  of  thofe  raaou<» 
fcripis,  which  are  now  extant. 

I.  The  firft  publication  confifted  in  the  diftribution 
of  the  Gngle  parts  of  the  New  Teftament^  as  well  epiftiea 
as  GofpelS)  of  which  copies  were  taken  not  only  for  thofe 
communities^  to  which  they  were  immediately  addrefled, 
but  iikevvife  for  the  ChrifUans,  who  were  difperfed  in  dif* 
ferent  provinces.  That  this  is  true  of  the  epiftles  of  St. 
Paul,  appears  from  2  Pet.  iii.  16 '•  and  it  is  probable 
that  St.  Paul  himfelf  had  cc^ies  taken  of  the  thirteen 
epiftles  which  are  ftill  extant^  in  order  to  diftribute  thein 
in  the  Cbriftian  world,  and  even  that  he  co41eded  tbefe 
epiftles  into  a  volume.  If  that  be  true,  which  I  fl^all  at- 
tempt to  demonftrate  in  the  fequel^  that  St.  Paul  wrpte 
very  many  epiftles,  befide  the  thirteen  which  are  found 
in  the  New  Teftament,  it  is  inconceivable  that  no  frag- 
ment, nor  even  the  fmalleft  trace  of  thcmt  ihouid  any 
where  be  vifibky  if  their  publication  had  depended  on 
the  perfons,  to  whom  they  were  addrefted  *•  For  each 
community  muft  have  been  partial  to  that  epiftle  which 
they  themfelves  had  received,  and  as  curiofity  alouf: 
would  have  tempted  numbers  to  purchafe  copies,  if  co^ 
pies  could  have  been  pro$;ured,  fome  fragments  at  leaft 
would  have  remained,  in  which  we  fliould  difcover  the 
fingular  ftyle  of  the  Apoftle.  But  as  no  fuch  difcovery 
has  hitherto  been  made,  it  leems  as  if  the  right  of  pub* 
HQiing  depended  on  the  writer,  and  that  a  pretenfioo  tQ 

that 

c  I  rpeak  not  at  prefent  of  the  epiftle  to  die  Hebrews,  which  was 
either  notwHtten  4>y  St.  Favl,  or  written  in  IMiraw  and  IpmihttJl  jMit# 
Greetr 
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that  privilege  from  other  perfons,  during  the  life  of  the 
author,  was  confidered  as  a  breach  of  literary  property*. 
Cicero  fays^  in  one  of  his  epiftles  to  Atticiis  ^,  '  die  mihi 
placetne  tibi  prrmum  ederc  injuifu  mco  ?  Hoc  ne  Her- 
niodorus^  quidem  facieb^t.  If  the  above  argument  be 
thought  not  abfolutely  conclufive^  yett  fo  much  at  leaft 
is  certain,  that  St.  Paul  took  part  in  the  publication  of 
his  thirteen  epiftles. 

It  feems  highly  probable^Jrom  t  Theff.  H.  a.  that,  fa 
early  as  the  year,  in  which  St.  Paul  wrote  his  fecond  epif- 
tie  to  the  Thtflalonians,  there  circulated  among  the 
Chriftian  communities  other  epiftles  than  thofe,  which 
the  Apoftle  had  immediately  addrefied  to  them,  foise 
of  which  being  fpurious,  he  teaches  in  the  third  chaptei^ 
veh  1 7,  t8.  bow  to  diftitiguifh  them  from  the  genuine. 
Now  ihcfe  fpurious  epiftles  could  have  hardly  been  writ- 
ten to  the  Theflalonians  themfelves,  as  the  impofturc 
would  have  been  too  glaring  and  too  eafily  dete£ked* 
The  mafk  of  diftin&ion  to  which  St.  Paul  refers,  is  pro- 
bably the  concluding  benediftion,  'The  grace  of  the 
Lord  Jefus  Chrift  be  with  you  ail,  Amen/  which  in  the 
genuine  copies  was  written  with  the  Apostle's  own  hand. 
If  this  be  true,  the  Apoilles  muft  be  confidered  as  pub* 
§iftiers  of  their  own  writings,  but  as  the  thought  is  new,. 
I  fubtnit  k  to  the  confideraiion  of  the  learned  ^ 

In  thefe  firft  editions  of  the  fingle  books  of  the  New 
Teftament,  in  the  time  of  the  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts, 
miftakes  in  writing  were  as  unavoidable,  as  in  modern 
ages  miftakes  in  printing,  as  it  lies  beyond  the  reach  of 
human  abiliti^  to  produce  what  is  abfolutely  perfeft.  It 
was  impoffible  for  St.  P4ul,  or  any  other  Apoftle,  to  re* 
vife  and  correS:  all  the  copies  which  were  taken  of  his 
writings ;  but  as  the  errata  of  the  different  tranfcribera 
reteted  to  different  paflages,  and  it  is  hardly  poffible  that 
fill  tould  have  failed  in  the  fame  manner,  and  in  the 
fame  text,  if  we  wire  ftill  in  pofleflion  of  all  the  copies 

of 

^  Lib.  XIIT.  ep  ft.  21. 

tTo   if?hom   the  foflowing  witticifm  was  applied,  A^ovnf  t^oila-'gij 
i^iroPiViTatf  Suldas^  Tom.  I.  p.  456. 
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of  this  firft  edition^  we  might  be  certain  that  the  tcue 
reading  of  every  doubtful  text  of  the  New  Teftameiu 
might  be  difcovered  in  fome  one  of  them,  and  with  pro* 
per  judgement  he  diftinguiQied  from  the  falfe.  Grief- 
bach,  in  his  Hiftoria  Tcxtus  Epiftolarum  P^uli,  fed.  ii* 
$  14.  is  of  opinion  that  ibe  members  of  the  Weftern 
Church  continued  during  a  longer  period  the  ufe  of  the 
antient  copies  of  fingle  epiftles.  Cojuld  this  fuppoiuion 
be  confirmed  by  hiftorical  evidence,  the  Weftern  maou- 
ferrets  would  fccure  us  frpm  the  ^ipprehenfioa  of  having 
loft  the  true  reading  of  any  paflage,  but  it  would  render 
at  the  fame  time  extremely  dubious  the  right  of  critical  / 
conjecture*. 

If.  After  the  death  of  all,  or  the  greateft  part  of  the 
Apoftlcs,  was  formed  that  colleftioo  of  writings  which 
we  call  at  prefent  the  New  Teftaraent.  It  contained  at 
firft  not  all  the  books,  which  we  find  in, it  Ht  prefent,  the 
four  catholic  epiftles  for  inftance  being  wanting  j  and  the 
copy,  which  was  ufed  by  the  old  Syriac  tranflator,  had 
not  theepiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  for  this  epiftle  has  all  the 
appearance  of  having  been  tranflated  by  another  bandy 
and  in  a  later  period.  It  is  uncertain  by  whom  thecoU 
le£lion  was  made,  perhaps  by  the  elders  of  the  church 
of  Epbefus,  but  we  can  only  conjefture,  as  we  have  no 
hiftorical  evidence.  It  was, undoubtedly  made  after  the 
death  of  moft  of  the  Apoftles,  and  after  the  deftruQion 
of  Jerufalem,  as  it  contained  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John^ 
which  was  written  after  that  event;  whether  that  Apoftl^ 
was  ftill  alive  when  the  collection  was  made,  is  likewife 
uncertain,  but  it  muft  have  happened  in  the  firft  cen- 
tury^, as  the  old  Syriac  verlion  was  taken  from  it,  and 
we  have  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  this  verfion  itfelf  wag 
made  before  the  firft  century  had  elapf.d*.  Now,  in 
forming  this  colle£iion,'it  is  not  probable  that  the  Auto- 
grapha  of  the  feveral  books  of  the  New  Tcftament  were 
fought  among  all  the  Chriftian  communities  difperfed 
throughout  the  Roman  einpire ;  the  filence  of  hiftory  on 
this  fubjed  is  a  proof  of  the  contrary,  for  the  knowledge 
of  fo  remarkable  an  event,  as  the  torming  a  volume  of 
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facrcd  writings,  to  which  the  Egiftern  and  the  Weftera' 
churches  contributed  their  afliftance,  would  have  been 
preferved  at  lead  by  tradition.     The  moft  natural  opi- 
nion  is,  that  the  colleftor  of  thefe  writings  afted  in  the 
fame  manner  as  the  cone6l6r  of  every  other  fet  of  writ- 
ings,  that  he  procured  as  fair  and  accurate  a  copy  as 
poflible  of  every  book,  and  placed  them  together  in  a 
volume.     Whatever  miftakes  were  in  thefe  fingle  copies, 
(and  no  copies  can  be  fiippofed  to  be  perfeftly  free  from 
faults)  were  of  courfe  transferred  to  all  the  tranfcripts, 
which  were  made  from  this  general  coileftion.     And  as 
wehavereafon  to  fuppofe  that  all  our  manufcripts  of  the 
New  Teftament,  as  well  as  thofe  from  which  the  Old 
verfions  were  made,  proceeded  from  this  coHeftion,  ic 
is  poflible  that  the  true  reading  of  feveral  texts  is  abfo- 
lutely  loft,  which  we  can  reftore  only  by  the  help  of 
critical  conjeflure.     I  will  conclude  this  fedion  by  re- 
marking thae3fomc  few  of  our  various  readings  may 
polfibly  be  correftions  of  the  text  of  this  colleftion,  made 
after  its  publication,  and  founded  on  the  authority  of 
more  accurate  tranfcripts  of  fingle  books  taken  previous 
to  that  period. 
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SECT.     III. 

Various  Readings,  ^  which  only  one  can  he  the  true  readings 
were  unavoidable  in  the  New  Tejiament  \ 

IN  a  book  of  fuch  antiquity,  and  fo  frequently  tran- 
fcribed  as  the  New  Tcftament,  the  admiflion  of  mif- 
takes  was  unavoidable,  which  encreafing  with  the  multi- 
plication of  the  copies^  there  arofe  a  great  variety  of  dif- 
ferent readings.  Whatever  pains  had  been  taken  by  the 
tranfcribers,  unlefs  they  had  been  infpired  as  well  as  the 
Apoftles,  it  was  impoflible  to  avoid  making  fome  few 
miftakes,  fuch  for  inftance  as  leaving  out  a  line,  when 
two  lines  following  begin  or  end  with  the  fame  word^ 
Whoever  doubts  of  the  truth  of  this  aflertion,  may  make 
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the  trial  by  tranfcribing  a  few  pages  of  ihe  Greek  Tefta- 
ment,  and  comparing  bis  copy  wiib  the  original.  Qr 
he  may  examine  a  printed  (beet  as  ic  comes  from  the 
prefs,  in  whicb  be  will  often  find  miflakes  after  tbe  fe«- 
cond  and  third  corredion.  In  an  edition  of  the  Bible, 
the  prefs  is  fometimes  correQed  five  times  befcu-e  the 
work  is  printed  off;  yet  in  the  very  editions  which  are 
called  roirabiles,  as  if  abfolutely  perfed,  we  difcover 
typographical  errors \  If  Providence  therefore  watches 
not  over  thofe  impreffions  of  the  New  Teftament,  fo  as 
to  produce  a  faultlefs  copy,  though  printed  with  the 
greateft  care,  and  revifed  with  the  utmoft  attention,  it  is 
in  vain  to  ezpe£lt  a  faultlefs  manufcript. 

It  is  poflible  that  many  miftakes^  in  the  firft  manu- 
fcript of  a  work.-  may  be  dete^ed  as  manifeil  orthogra- 
-pbical  errors,  fuch  as  pulres  for  pUires,  in  the  preface  to 
Stephens's  editio  mirabilis  of  the  New  Teftament,  which 
deferves  not  tbe  name  of  a  various  readinn^  becauTe  it  is 
an  evident  erratum  of  the  printer,     fiut  ibis  is  not  always 
the  cafe  in  a  bool^  of  high  antiquity  and  importance, 
where  every  fyllable  is  regarded  with  the  greateft  vene* 
ration.     Miftakes  themfelves  admit  fometimes  an  expla- 
nation, the  repetition  of  them  in  fubfequent  copies  in- 
creafe  their  authojcily,  and^  thoqgb.  ^l  js  often  requifite 
to  procure  them  the  (hadow  of  a  meaning,  we  allow,  on 
the  credit  of  feveral  manufcript^,  a  reading,  which,  if 
found  only  in  one,  would  be  inflantly  rejef^ed  as  an  error 
of  the  copyift.     An  evident  miftake  in  one  tranfeript 
may  be  cbrreded  in  another,  by  the  addition  or  fub- 
tratlion  of  a  letter  or  a  fyllable,  fo  as  to  give  tbe  exprcf- 
ijon  a  meaning  different  froip  the  originals  s^nd  in  fu(;h 
cafes  what  at  nrft  was.  orthographical  error,  acquires  the 
title  of  a  various  reading.     Thefp  various  readings^  are 

often 
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volume  of  my  Synta^^  Commentationumy  the  reader  will  find  a  re- 

^  markable  inftance  of  an  erratum  in  an  edition  of  the  Mew  Teftament 

x,t\\tA  Sipphaiiica,  Bf kabilit|  ¥;hich  in  the  prefac^i  P*  ^»  ^  puktt.  for 

p(ui  et  • 


SECT.  in.       Varms  Readings  cf  {he  N.  T.  t^g 

often  difficult  to  be  ditlinguifhed  rroin  mere  miftakes; 
in  many  examples,  lA^hat  appears  at  firfl  fight  to  be  ati 
error  of  the  tranfcriber,  is  found,  on  a  more  minute  in- 
quiry, to  convey  an  adequate  fenfe;  and  we  difcover 
fometimes  in  a  word,  that  feems  totally  without  meaniDg, 
a  remnant  of  the  true  original  reading,  in  which  one  or 
more  letters  have,  by  time  or  accident,  been  erafed.  The 
difficulty  of  this  diftinflion  is  particularly  great  in  regard 
to  the  New  Teftaraent,  which  has  not  only  been  copied 
times  unnumbered,  but  is  confidered  as  the  fountain  of 
knowledge  by  Chriftians  of  every  denomination,  whether 
orthodox,  heterodox,  or  heretics,  all  of  whom  have  con-  ^ 
tributed  their  (hare  in  altering  and  amending  according 
to  their  refpeftive  principles. 

It  is  ufelefs  to  appeal  to  the  care  and  attention  of  the 
early  Chriftians  in  copying  the  New  Teftament,  fince 
with  the  beft  intentions  they  had  not  ability  to  efFefl, 
what  lies  not  within  the  power  of  the  beft  regulated 
prefs.     But  this  boaOed  attention  in  every  copyiil  is  to- 
tally ungrounded,  for  they  were  often  men  of  no  know* 
ledge,  who  wrote  for  hire.    To  appeal  to  the  interpofition 
of  Providence,  which  could  not,  as  is  fuppofcd,  aUow 
the  admiffion  of  errors,  is  a  violation  of  common  fenfe; 
it  is  to  prefcribe  rules  for  the  conduft  of  Providence,  and 
from  thofe  rules  to  draw  an  unwarranted  conclufion ;  it 
is  to  argue  in  the  fame  manner,  as  if  an  hiftorian  in  re- 
lating the  account  of  a  battle,  fliould  premife  that  Pro- 
vidence could  not  fail  to  give  viflory  to  the  juft  pany, 
and  inflead  of  abiding  by  real  fafts,  determine  from, 
thofe  premifes  the. event  of  the  aQion.     In  fhort,  it  im- 
plies an  impoffibiliiy,  unlefs  we  affume  a  feries  of  never- 
ceafing  miracles;  for  no  tranfcriber,  when  left  to  hi3  own 
natural  abilities,  will  ever  produce  a  copy,  that  is  per- 
feftly  fimilar  in  every  letter  to  the  original.     This  fub- 
je£b  belongs,  in  fome  roeafure,  to  the  principium  indif- 
cernibilium,  from  which  we  derive  the  maxim^  Art  can- 
not produce  a  pcrfeQ:  imitation  *. 

The 

* 

*  See  my  Progr^mma  de  Piincipio  inuirccrnibiliufii,  ^  tl9|  920. 
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The  foregoing  obfervations  would  have  been  entirely 
ufelefSy  had  not  many  learned  divines  in  the  former  pare 
of  this  century*  been  alarmed  at  the  immenfe  number 
of  various  readings  in  the  New  Teftami^nt,  and  main- 
tained that  we  fhould  at  all  events  deny  them,  as  incon- 
fiftent  with  divine  inFptration.  ,  But  as  the  editions  of 
Mill  and  Wetftein  contain  fo  many  examples  of  different 
readings,  which  cannot  poffibly  be  referred  to  the  clafs 
of  fimple  errata,  it  is  ufelefs  to  deny  what  lies  open  to 
the  fight.  This  mode  of  thinking,  with  refpeft  to  the 
New  Teftament,  feems  therefore  to  have  vaniQied;  but 
as  the  fame  complaints  have  been  renewed  in  later  times, 
in  regard  to  the  various  readings  colle6ied  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  there  is  reafon  to  apprehend  that  ignorance 
may  taife  the  voice  again  in  fome  future  period,  as  in 
the  age  of  Mill,  whofe  work  a  pious  but  unlettered  zeal 
condemned  as  impious.  The  late  Bengel,  whofe  truly 
devout  and  religious  charader  was  univerfally  acknow* 
ledged,  contributed  in  a  great  meafufe  to  introduce  a 
more  rational  way  of  thinking,  and  the  critical  treatment 
which  the  New  Teftament  received  under  his  bands, 
removed  gradually  that  anxiety  and  fufpicion,  which  the 
various  readings  had  before  excited. 


SECT.      IV. 

Difference  between  Errata^  and  Various  Readings. 

AMONG  two  or  more  different  readings,  one  only 
can  be  the  true  reading,  and  the  reft  niuft  be 
cither  wilful  corruptions  or  miftakes  of  the  copyift.  Jt 
is  often  diJBScult  to  diftinguifli  the  genuine  from  the  fpu- 
rious,  and  whenever  the  fmalleft  doubt  can  be  entertain- 
ed, they  all  receive  the  name  of  Various  Readings ;  but 
in  cafes  where  the  tranfcriber  has  evidently  written  falfe, 
they  receive  the  name  of  Errata.  The  application  of  this 
rule  in  particular  cafes  is  again  attended  with  difficulty, 
fori  though  no  doubt  can  be  made^  that  if  one  manu- 
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fcript  h«i8  a  word  that  conveys  no  meaning,  and  another 
manufcript  has  a  reading,  that  is  intelligible,  and  fuitcd 
to  the  connexion,  that  the  former  is  an  a6tual  miftake; 
yet  it  is  pofliblc,  and  in  the  New  Teftament  it  has  fre- 
quently happened,  that  a  reading  which  was  fuppofed  to 
he  unintelligible,  may  on  a  more  minute  enquiry,  and  a 
more  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  language^k  be  found 
to  be  well  adapted  to  the  purpofe  for  which  it  was  ufed. 
A  didinflion  mud  be  likewife  made  between  a  book  of 
fuch  antiquity  as  the  New  Teftament,  and  a  production 
of  modern  ages.  If  I  had  an  hundred  copies  of  a  new 
book,  and  ninety-nine  of  them  agreed  in  a  particular 
reading,  for  which  the  hundredth  had  a  different  word, 
I  fhould  not  hefitate  a  moment  to  pronounce  that  the 
reading  of  the  ninety-nine  proceeded  from  the  author^ 
and  the  reading  in  the  hundredth  from  the  tranfcriber^ 
even  were  its  meaning  as  perfpicuous,as  that  fupportedby 
the  authority  of  the  ninety-nine.  But  an  hundred  manu- 
fcripts  of  a  book  foantient  as  the  New  Teftament  is  a 
very  fmall  number,  in  comparifon  with  the  thoufands 
and  tens  of  thoufands  which  are  loft;  here  then  it  is  pof- 
fible,  and  often  highly  probable,  that  the  true  reading 
is  prefervcd  in  only  one  of  the  manufcripts,  that  are  now 
extant,  and  not  impoffible  that  it  is  contained  in  none. 

The  editors  of  the  Greek  and  Latin  claflics  have  been 
often  too  negligent  in  colleQing  the  readings  of  the  dif- 
ferent manufcripts,  in  order  to  reftore  the  text  of  their 
author,  and  have  fometimes  reje£led  as  a  manifeft  error, 
a  word  that  has  been  afterwards  difcovered  to  be  the 
genuine  reading.  CoUeftors  therefore  of  the  variolas 
IcQions  of  the  New  Teftament  are  not  to  be  cenfured^ 
if  they  fometimes  produce  expreffions,  which  are  taken 
for  manifeft  errors  of  the  copyifts.  A  diffidence  in  their 
own  judgement,  and  a  regard  to  critical  fidelity,  may 
induce  them  to  l^y  before  the  public  the  fpurious  as  well 
as  the  genuine  documents  ;  and  if  they  have  fallen  into 
error,  their  error  is  excufable,  as  it  is  better  to  collet 
ioo  much  than  too  little. 

inaccuracies  of  grammar  are  commonly  raferred  to  the 
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cTafi  of  errata,  and  thought  not  to  merit  a  place  in  a 
colle6lion  of  various  readings  but,  neither  apparent,  nor 

,  even  real  grammatical  errors,  are  at  all  times  to  be  re* 
jefted.  A  falfe  method  of  conftruing  the  words  of  the 
coiitext  may  give  a  various  reading  the  appearance  of 
being  ungrammatical,  and  in  other  inftances,  that,  which 
feems  to  be  a  rfa)  fault,  may  be  a  lawful,  though  un- 
ufual  exception  from  the  general  rule.  The  author  him- 
felf  may  have  committed  a  grammatical  miftake,  and 
when  this  is  really  the  cafe,  the  erroneous  reading  is  the 
genuine,  and  not  to  be  altered  by  the  rules  of  grammar. 
That  fuch  examples  are  frequently  found  in  the  book  of 

.  Revelation  has  been  remarked  above,  and  they  will  be 
examined  more  at  large  in  the  fecond  part. 
'    The  mod   ftriking  orthographical   errors  are  thofe 
which  are  called  Itacifms,  and  arife  from  confounding  ii, 
n,  I,  «i,  f,  &c.  with  one  another,  errors  which  are  pecu- 
liar to  certain  manufcripts.     But  if  that  which  feems 
an  overfight  of  the  copyift  alters  the  fenfe,  and  is  found 
in  feveral  manufcripts,  it  deferves  to  be  ranked  among 
the  various  readings,  and  it  is  fomeiimes  difficult  to  de- 
termine what  is  original,  and  what  is  overfight ;  for  in- 
ftatjce,  Rom.  xiii,  5.  where  for  vw^ao-o-io-S-ai,  we  find  in 
four  manufcripts  uTroTAtrvs^^i^  which  is  alfo  exprefled  in 
two  verfions.     Readings  of  this  nature  ought  always  to 
be  noticed  in  every  colleftion,  but  it  is  a  queftion  whe- 
ther thofe  ought  not  to  be  omitted  which  are  palpable 
miftakes.     Now  in  fuch  general  collc&ions  as  thofe  of 
Mill  and  Wetftein,  except  in  thofe  few  examples  where 
critical  conjefture  has  raifed  them  nearly  to  the  level  of 
•various  readings,  they  ought  undoubtedly  to  be  rejeftcd: 
but  when  only  two  manufcripts  are  collated,  a  diligent 
attention,  to  every  even  orthographical  error,  might  be 
atter»2ied  with  advantage,  might  enable  us  to  judge  how 
far  the  inaccuracies  of  the  Greet;  tranfcribers,  efpecially 
thofe  ar^fing  from  the  Itacifm,  have  gone,  and  thus  dire^ 
us,  on  fome  occaGons,  in  the  proper  choice  of  a  various 
reading.      Cefar  dc  MifTy  ha*  compared  two  manu- 
fcripts 
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fcfipts*  in  this  irinuie  and  painful  manner,  but  the  in- 
fluence which  fuch  a  collation  may  have  on  the  cfiticifra 
of  the  New  Teftaipent  will  be  (hewn  in  the  fequel. 


SECT.      V. 

Whether  our  Faith  is  affeHed  by  the  Various  Readings. 

IT  is  a  very  ungrounded  fear,  that  the  number  of 
Various  Readings,  which  either  have  been,  or  {hall 
hereafter  be  collefted  of  the  New  Teftament,  may  di- 
minifh  the  certainty  of  the  Chriftian  religion.  Inftead 
of  being  alarnried  at  their  number,  we  ought  rather  to 
exult,  as  the  probability  of  reftoring  the  genuine  text  of 
an  author  increafes  with  the  increafe  of  the  copies,  and 
the  rooft  inaccurate  and  mutilated  editions  of  antient 
writers  are  precifely  thofe  where  the  fewcft  manafcripts 
remain  \  As  no  copy  can  be  perfect,  and  each  has  its 
peculiar  errors,  a  want  of  various  readings  implies  either 
a  poverty  of  manufcripts,  or  that  the  copies  which  are 
extant  are  all  taken  from  the  fame  antient  manufcript^, 
whofe  faults  are  of  courfe  tranfmitted  to  the  fubfequent 
tranfcripts,  whether  accidental  miftakes  of  a  copyiii,  or 
intended  alterations  of  a  critic.  No  book  is  more  cx- 
po/ed  to  the  fulpicion  of  wilful  corruptions,  than  the  New 
Teftament,  for  the  very  reafon  that  it  is  the  fountain  of 
divine  knowledge  -,  and  if  in  all  the  manufcripts  now  ex- 
tant we  found  a  fimilarity  in  the  readings,  we  (hould 
have  reafon  to  fufpeft  that  the  ruling  party  of  the  Chrif- 
tian church  had  endeavoured  to  annihilate  whatever  was 
inconfiftent  with  its  own  lenets,  and  by  the  means  of 
violence  to  produce  a  general  uniformity  in  the  facred 
text.  Whereas  the  different  readings  of  the  manufcripts 
in  our  poffelfion  afford  fufficient  proof  that  they  were 
written  independently  of  each  other  by  pcrfons  fepa- 
rated  by  diftancc  of  time,  remotenefs  of  place,  and  di* 

verfity 

*  Sec  tht  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XI.  p.  182— 19«  '. 
k  See  Ernefti's  preface  to  Tacitus,  p.  17. 
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ycjrfity  oF  opinions.  They  are  not  the  >yorks  of  a  fingle 
faftion,  but  of  Chriftians  of  all  denominations,  whether 
dignified  with  the  title  of  orthodox,  or  branded  by  the 
ruling  church  with  the  name  of  heretic;  and  though  no 
fingle  manufcript  can  be.  regarded  as  a  perfeft  copy  of 
the  writings  of  the  Apoftles,  yet  the  Truth  lies  fcattered 
in  them  all,  which  it  is  the  bufitiefs  of  critics  to  felefl 
from  the  general  ma(s. 

A  comparifon  of  the  New  Tellament  with  the  Old 
.will  make  the  matter  ftill  clearer.  Before  the  middle  of 
the  prefent  century,  it  was  fuppofed  that  all  the  manu- 
fcripts  of  the  Old  Teftament,  with  exception  to  a  few 
orthographical  errors,  were  fimilar  to  each  other,  or  in 
other  words  without  various  readings  of  any  confequence. 
If  this  were  true,  our  biblical  criticifm  would  be  in  a 
very  deplorable  ftate,  as  it  would  be  certain  that  all  our 
jnanufcripts  had  been  wholly  altered  from  the  Mafora; 
and  as  the  Maforets  were  affuredly  not  infallible,  every 
tpiftake  which  they  committed  muft  have  been  tranf- 
nbitted  to  us;  a  true  reading  loft  in  the  Mafora,  mud 
have  been  irrecoverably  loft  to  pofterity,  and  in  every 
doubtful  paffage,  inftead  of  referring  to  the  authority  of 
manufcripts,  no  other  refource  would  remain  than  criti* 
cal  conjefture*.  No  folid  anfwer  could  have  then  been 
given  to  the  fufpicion  of  the  Jews  having  altered  the 
Hebrew  text'  to  fcrve  the  purpofes  of  their  religion, 
unlefs  fome  antient  verfions,  fuch  as  the  Syriac  and  the 
,^ "Greek  had  ftill  been  extant,  v^hich  lay  beyond  the  reach 
of  their  amendments :  but  then  thefe  antient  verfions,  as 
being  the  only  criterion  by  which  the  Hebrew  text  could 
have  been  examined  and  confirmed,  would  have  often 
ufurped  an  authority  over  the  original  itfelf.  The  col- 
lection of  Kennicott  has  Ihewn  thefe  apprehenfions  to  be 
ungrounded,  the  manufcripts  are  not  uniform,  as  we 
fuppofed,  an(l  a  great  number  of  very  different  readings 
has  been.difcovered,  of  which  many  are  ratified  by  their 
coincidence  with  the  antient  verfions.  But  ample  as  the 
colfeQion  may  appear,  it  is  only  a  part  of  what  remains 
to  be  executed  by  future;  critics,  for  in  many  paffaaes 

which 
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which  are  defervcdly  fufpefteH,  no  various  reading  has 
been  found,  and  the  aniient  verfions  differ  not  feldom 
from  the  common  text,  in  places  where  all  our  manu- 
fcripis  are  uniformly  the  fame;  whence  we  may  reafon- 
ably  conclude,  that  the  manufcripts  hitherto  collated  are 
either  too  few,  or  too  modern.  We  have  knowledge  of 
none,  that  are  older  than  the  Mafora,  and  thofe  which 
are  at  prefent  in  our  poReDBon  have  been  too  exaflly  re- 
gulated by  that  ftandard.  The  aniicnt  and  genuine 
reading,  therefore,  is  often  totally  loft^,  and  in  numer{>us 
examples  we  have  no  other  aid  than  antient  verfions,  and 
critical  conjefture.  Thefc  are  inconveniences  which  are 
infinitely  Jefs  felt  in  the  criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament, 
becaufe  we  are  affifted  by  the  immenfe  number  of  dif- 
ferent readings. 

The  learned  labours  then  of  Mill  and  Wetftein  de- 
serve our  warmed  approbation,  and  we  have  reafon  to 
wifh  that  future  critics  may  again  prefent  us  with  fimilar 
Colie£ltons.  Without  the  aid  of  various  readings,  we 
mull  rely  on  the  authority  of  a  fingle  manufcript,  or  a 
fingle  edition,  which  if  we  fuppofe  to  be  perfeQ,  or  ab* 
folulcly  free  from  all  miftakes,  we  muft  believe  that 
either  the  copyift,  or  the  printer,  or  the  editor,  were 
infpired  by  the  Holy  Ghoft,  If  various  readings  were 
&6tually  injurious  to  our  religion,  and  deprived  it  of  its 
dbfolute  certainty,  yet  as  truth  is  preferable  to  every 
Other  confideration,  it  would  be  as  abfurd  to  deny  both 
them  and  their  confequence,  as  to  clofe  our  eyes  in 
order  to  conceal  a  danger,  that  prefents  itfelf  d^tinSIy 
to  the  fights  But  experience  has  fhewn  that  no  fuch 
inference  can  be  dediiced;  their  difcovery  has  fhakcn 
the  foundation  of  no  fundamental  article  of  faith,  but  on 
the  other  hand  has  refcued  numberlefs  examples  from 
obfcurity. 

If  the  Chriftian  religion  be  true,  of  which  no  doubt 
can  be  entertained,  it  is  impoffible  that  its  truth  (hould 
be  a(Fe6led  by  a  comparifon  of  its  original  documents; 
(he  various  readings  qaq  have  no  inQucnce  in  altering 

thoff 

1  See  the  GrieAC.  BibL  Vol.  XL  N«.  iai.f« 


a66  Various  Readings  •fibe  N.  T.       chap.  vi. 

thofe  dodrines  that  are  really  grounded,  and  we  are  not 
deftitute  of  critical  afGflance  in  diftinguifhing  the  genuine 
from  the  fpurious.  I  will  divide  my  remarks  on  this 
fubjeft  into  the  fix  following  heads  : 

1.  By  the  laws  of  criiicifm%  which  will  be  given  in 
the  fequeli  we  are  able  to  diftinguifh  in  mod  cafes  the 
true  reading  from  the  falfe. 

2.  It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  fome  few  of  the  various  I 
readings  affed  dodrines  as  well  as  words,  and  without 
caution  might  produce  error;  but  thefe  are  fo  few,  that 

the  generality  of  divines  would  ht  unable  to  recolleft  a 
fingle  inftance,  and  thefe  few  are  fo  eafily  diftinguiflied 
by  critical  rules,  that  not  one  has  been  fele&ed  by  the 
reformers  of  the  prefent  age,  as  the  bafis  of  a  new  do6trine» 

3.  On  the  other  hand,  the  difcovery  of  the  various 
readings-has  removed  many  objections  which  had  been 
made  *.o  the  New  Teftament,  of  which  the  motion  of 
the  water  in  the  pool  Bcthefda,  by  the  intervention  of  an 
angel,  John  v.  4.  is  a  ftriking  example  ". 

4.  It  is  .true  that  the  numbej  of  proof  pafTages,  in 
fupport  of  certain  doQrines,  has  been  diminifhed  by  our 
knowledge  of  the  varioyjLS  readings.  We  are  certain,  for 
inftance^  that  1  John  v.  7.  is  a  fpurious  paflage,  but 
the  doctrine  contained  in  it  is  not  therefore  changed, 
fince  it  is  delivered  in  other  parts  of  the  New  Teftament. 
After  the  moft  diligent  enquiry,  efpecially  by  thofe  who 
would  baniOi  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  from  the  articles  of 
our  religion,  not  a  fingle  various  reading^  has  been  dif- 
covered  in  the  two  principal  paflages  John  u  i.  and 
Rom.  ix.  5.  and  this  very  doQrine,  inftead  of  being 
fhaken  by  the  colleftions  of  Mill  and  Wetftein,  has  been 
rendered  more  certain  than  ever.  This  is  fo  flrongly 
felt  by  the  modern  reformers  in  Germany,  that  they 
begin  to  think  lefs  favourably  of  that  fpecies  of  criticjfm 
which  they  at  firft  fo  highly  recommended,  in  the  l:ope 
of  its  leading  to  difcoveries  morefuitable  to  their  maxims, 
than  the  aniient  fyftem. 

'5.  The    moft    impoitant    readings,   which   make  arn 
alrefatiori  in  the  fcnfe,  relate  in  general  to  fubjeiBs  that 

have 
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'  have  no  connexion  with  articles  of  faith,  of  which  the 
Cambridge  manufcript,  that  differs  more  than  any  other 
from  the  common  text,  affords  fufiicient  proof, 

6.  By  far  the  greateft  number  relate  to  triflesj  and 
make  no  alteration  in  the  fenfe,  fuch  as  Kayta  for  xak  ty^^ 
fX«Tru»  for  tXaffo-uuy  Kv; loc  for  ©co(,  (which  in  moil  cafes 
may  be  u Fed  indifferently).  This  obfervation  was  made 
by  Kufter,  in  ifis  preface  to  Mill's  edition  of  the  New 
Teftament. 

It  has  been  thought  fuperfluous  to  colleft  tbofe  read- 
ings, which  appear  to  make  no  alteration  in  the  fenfe, 
and  Mill  has  been  cenfured  for  this  painful  accuracy  by 
Bayer  in  his  Differtacio  de  variis  Le6lionibus  Scripturae 
Sacrae,  §.  5.  feq.  But  this  cenfure  is' extremely  unjuft, 
for  that  which  appears  to  a  colleftor  to  be  trifling,  may 
be  afterwards  found  to  be  important.  The  difference 
even  of  an  article  mufl  not  be  negleded  in  collating  a 
manufcript,  for  we  know  that  uio^  uy^g^wB  has  a  different 
meaning  from  0  vioc  ra  av^^um,  the  Socinian  diffinguiflies 
Bng  from  0  l^tcij  and  Kluyt  has  grounded  his  explanation 
of  Luke  ii.  2.  chiefly  on  the  ufe  of  the  Greek  article*. 
By  thefe  minutix  the  reader  is  likewife  enabled  to  judge 
of  the  merits  of  a  manufcript,  whether  the  copyiit  has 
tranfcribed  with  care,  in  what  country  it  was  written,  to 
what  other  manufcripts  it  is  related,  or  from  what  more 
antient  manufcript  it  was  copied  ^  But  where  it  is  the 
obje6l  of  an  author  to  niake  only  a  choice  colleflion  of 
the  moft  important  readings, 'as  was  the  cafe  with  Ben- 
gel  and  Griefbach,  an  attention  to  thefe  feeming  trifles  % 
is  not  to  be  expefted. 

The  adverfaries  of  the  Chriftian  religion  have  no  rea- 
fon  then  to  triumph  in  the  formidable  number  of  our 
various  readings,  and  the  members  of  the  church  of 
Rome  take  in  vain  occafion  to  depreciate  the  authenti- 
city of  the  Greek  text,  in  order  to  promote  the  authority 
'of  the  Vulgate.  The  Latin  verfion  has  a  greater  num* 
ber  of  various  readings,  ihan  the  Greek  original,,  and 
even  thofe  two  editions,  which  have  been  reviled  by  two 

different 
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different  Popes,  and  both  declared  to  be  authentic,  are 
coniradiftory  to  each  other  *•  But  thefe  catholics,  who 
make  uTe  of  this  argument,  midake  the  principles  of  their 
own  church,  which  has  never  declared  the  Vulgate  to  be 
infallible  in  a  critical  fenfe.  The  holy  Pontiff  ufurps  no 
authority  but  in  matters  of  confcience,  and  leaves  fub- 
je6is  of  criticifm  to  the  difcuflion  of  the  learned. 


SECT.      VI. 

Of  the  origin  of  the  Various  Readings,  and  the  heft  methods 
of  difcovering  their  different  caufes. 

IT  is  impoflible  to  form  an  accurate  judgement  on 
the  various  readings,  without  a  knowledge  of  the  dif<* 
ferent  fources  from  which  tl)ey  arife,  and  through  igno- 
rance on  a  fubjefl  on  which  every  fetter  of  a  prefs  could 
have  given  them  information ;  men  of  high  rank  in  the 
republic  of  letters,  have  frequently  formed  rules  on  thofe 
vtxy  grounds  on  which  they  ought  to  be  rejcQed, 

One  of  the  beft  methods  of  difcovering  their  different 
caufes  is  to  compare  negligent  copies  with  the  original 
manufif  ript  of  an  author,  and  in  every  example  where  the 
copyift  has  deviated  from  the  original,  to  examine  the 
particular  circumllances,  which  might  have  led  him  into 
error.  The  other  method,  from  which  the  greateft  be- 
nefit has  been  derived,  though  reckoned  among  the  un^ 
avoidable  evils  in  the  world,  is  to  corre£i  the  prefs  in  the 
publication  of  any  work.  Here  we  ate  pot  left  to  mere 
conjefiure,  as  is  too  often  the  fate  of  critics,  but  can  im* 
mediately  riikinguifh  truth  from  falfehood;  we  have  the 
auihor*s  copy  before  our  eyes,  and  have  a  certain  guide 
to  dire6l  us^  not  only  in  difcovering  miftakes,  but  like^ 
^ife  in  detecting  the  caufes  which  produced  them.  The 
fame  advantage  which  a  natural  pbilofopher  derives  frpm 
adual  experiments,  is  prefented  to  the  critic  by  the  faulty 

iheets 
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fheets  of  the  firft  impreflions,  which  from  a  careful  exa 
mination  of  the  midakes  of  the  compofitor,  may  enable 
him  in  mod  cafes  to  decide  on  the  caufes  which  gave 
birth  to  error  in  antient  manufcripts.  In  correfting  the 
prefs,  I  have  obferved  numberlefs  examples  of  the  omif- 
fion  of  phrafes  and  paHages,  that  ftood  between  two  words 
with  the  fame  termination ;  it  is  no  wpnder  therefore 
that  the  fame  miftake  has  frequently  happened  to  tran- 
fcribers.  The  habit  of  correcting  the  prefs,  and  revifing 
inaccurate  copies  of  modern  writings,  gives  a  readinefs 
and  ability  in  diftinguifhing  the  true  reading  of  an  antienc 
manufcript  from  fhe  falie,  which  men  of  the  deepeft 
learning  can  never  attain  without  it.  Erafmus  was  de« 
fervedly  eileemed  a  mod  accurate  critic ;  but  he  was  in  a 
meafure  indebted  for  the  accuracy  of  his  criticifms  to  the 
circuroftance  of  his  being  many  years  correftor  in  a 
printing  office.  It  mud  however  be  obferved,  that  where 
the  analogy  fails  between  writing  and  printing,  no  infer- 
ence can  be  drawn  from  the  one  to  the  other;  the  errors 
arifing  from  the  compofitor's  miftakirig  the  types  have  no 
relation  to  the  former,  and  thofe  arifing  from  the  mode 
of  dilating  to  feveral  copyifts  at  once  have  no  reference 
to  the  latter. 

Profane  criticifm  has  been  cultivated  by  greater  num- 
bers, and  with  more  fuccefs,  than  the' criticifm  of  the 
Bible ;  a  knowledge  therefore  of  this  branch  of  learning 
is  highly  ufeful  to  a  theologian,  efpecially  on  the  fubjea 
of  the  various  readings.  Every  commentator  on  ;he 
Bible,  ihould  Brft  exercife  his  talents  in  the  Greek  and 
Latin  claflics,  or  at  lead  be  well  acquainted  with  the  cii* 
tical  refearches  of  other  literati ;  without  a  knowledge  of 
which  he  is  expofed  to  the  danger  of  committing  the 
moft  glaring  midakes.  The  New  Tcdament  has  been 
more  fortunate  in  this  refpeft  than  the  Old,  many  of  its 
critical  commentators  having  been  men  profoundly  (killed 
in  Grecian  literature,  and  Wetfteih  neither  was  nor  could 
be  guilty  of  thofe  errors  which  we  often  find  in  critical 
remarks  on  the  Old  Tedament.  It  is  not  my  intention 
€Q  iignify^  that  the. rules  for  judging  of  the  Creek  and 

Latin 
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Latin  daflics,  are  at  all  times  applicable  to  the  New 
Teftament ;  in  fome  cafes  diredly  oppoGte  principles 
inuft  be  adopted,  and  what  I  here  advance  mud  be  con- 
fined to  the  various  readings. 


SECT.      VII. 

Five  caufes  of  the  Various  Readings. 

THE  various  readings  in  our  manufcripts  of   the 
New  Teftament  have  been  occafioned  by  one  of 
the  five  following  caufes, 

i«  The  omiflion,  addition,  or  exchange  of  letters, 
fyllables  or  words,  from  the  mere  careleffnefs  of  the 
tranfcribers. 

2.  Miftakes  of  the  tranfcribers  in  regard  to  the  true 
text  of  the  original. 

g.  Errors  or  imperfedions  in  the  antient  manufcript 
from  which  the  tranfcriber  <;opied. 

4.  Critical  conjedure,  or  intended  improvements  of 
the  original  text. 

5.  Wilful  corruptions  to  ferve  the  purpofes  of  a  party, 
whether  orthodox  or  heterodox. 

To  the  laft  caufe  alone  I  apply  the  word  corruption, 
for  though  every  text  that  deviates  from  original  purity, 
may  fo  far  be  faid  to  be  corrupted,  yet  as  the  term  is 
fomewhat  invidious,  it  is  unjufl  to  apply  it  to  innocent 
or. accidental  alterations. 

The  treatife  of  my  late  Father^  entitled  Tra6latio  cri- 
tica  de  variis  lefiionibus  Novi  Teftamenti  caute  colli- 
gendis  et  dijudicandis,  ^  4 — 8.  publi(hed  at  Halle  in 
1749,  may  be  confuhed  upon  this  fubje^ ;  it  is  the 
foundation  on  which  I  have  built,  and  contains  many 
inHances  which  it  is  unneceQary  to  quote  at  preicnt,as  I 

hope 
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hope  that  every  reader  of  this  IntroduQion  h<ts  the  trea- 
tifc  itfcif  in  his  polTefnon'. 


SECT.      VIII. 


Hrfi  Cauff.  The  Qmiffion^  addiiiotiy  or  exchange  of  leiierSf 
J^llaitesy  or  words j  from  (be  mere  carelejfnefs  of  tran- 
j€ribers\ 

IN  the  firft  place,  the  oniiflion  of  letters,  fyllables,  or 
words,  is  very  frequently  occafioned  merely  by  the 
hurry  and  negligence  of  trancfribers,  as  we  know  from 
the  experience  or  copying  even  our  own  writings.  The 
various  readings  collefted  byWetftein,  afford  numberlefs 
examples;  and  when  io  a  fingle  manufcript  or  edition  ^ 
word,  to  which  in  other  refpeQs  no  objeQion  can  be 
made,  is  omitted,  the  oraiflion  is  to  be  ranked  among 
the  fimple  errata  %  as  in  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis^ 
Matth.  xi.  7.  where  the  article  0  is  omitted  before  U^hu 
and  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  which  is  the  only  manu- 
fcript in  which  Six  m;  tm^icdc  is  omitted,  Rom.  iii.  25. 
A  fingle  manufcript,  s^nd  the  edition  of  Colinaeus  alone, 
omit  fo^k,  Matth.  x.  14.  the  omifTion  is  therefore  an  erra- 
tiim.  But  if  feveral  manufcripts  agree  in  the  omilBoh  of 
9^  word,  it  is  entitled  to  a  place  among  the  various  read- 
ings ',  and,  as  in  niaking  a  colleQion,  no  one  can  be  cer- 
tain \vhat  examples  may  be  found  in  future,  the  omiffipn 
in  a  fingle  manufcript  i^  not  unworthy  of  notice. 

Opiflipn^  are  frequently  occafioned  by  what  is  qalled 
an  ojuoioTsAfVTov*  or  w.hen  a  word,  after  a  fhort  interval, 
occurs  ^  fecond  time  in  a  paCTage  :  here  the  tranfcriber, 
having  written  the  word  c^t  ihe  beginning  of  a  paflage,  in 
looking  again  at  the  book  from  which  he  copies,  his  eye 
catches  the  faipe  word  at  the  end  of  the  pailage,  anjl 

i 

K  Though  written  in  hk  fixty-ninth  year,  it  is  in  ray  opinion  the  bcft 
-of  h}S  prpdnftionft:  the  fecond  rank  I  would  allot  to  his  diflertationB  (W 
iemal  fnbje^b  of  grammar  and  hiftory :  the  th'rd  to  his  Notae  uberiores  on 
the  ProTcrbs  of  Solomon. 
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.  continuing  to   write  what  immediately  follows,  he  of 
courfe  omits  the  intermediate  words.     Wetflcin's  Codex 
22,  omits  entirely  Matth.  x.  40.  where  the  copyift  was 
led  into  error  by  two  following  verfes  beginning  with 
o  Jk;^«/uiffrc^r.     We  find,  Mattb.  xi.  18,  19.  /umn  vii^Miry  xsi 

viieiw;here  WetUetn's  Codex  59  omits  all  the  words 
between  the  firft  aiKl  fecond  vi^«ir.  The  Fragmentum 
Borgianum  omits /uno-nir  u/xac  r/uif  ^f,  John  vii.  j.  and  leaves 
the  paifage  totally  without  meaning^.  A  great  number 
of  manufcripts  have  a  fimilar  omiflSon,  Rev.  ix.  t,  2. 
Knittel  having  collated  a  manufcript  of  the  Revelation 
found  that  the  tranTcriber  had  fallen  into  this  mifiake  not 
lefs  than  twelve  different  times  in  that  book  alone  %  nor 
is  it  unfrequently  detefted  in  the  Hebrew  manufcripts  oT 
the  Old  Teflament,  as  I  have  (hewn  in  another  place'. 
In  fhort,  no  error  in  writing  is  more  eafily  or  more  fre* 
quently  committed,  and  it  is  not  feldom  the  reafon  that 
feveral  manufcripts  agree  in  the  omifGon  of  the  fame 
paffage. 

As  nearly  an  hundred  and  fifty  manufcripts  of  the  New 
l![eftament  have  been  a3uali)r  collated,  an  omiffion  of 
this  nature  in  four  or  five  might  be  juflly  confidered  as 
a  mere  erratum.  Were  the  number  more  confiderable, 
it  might  be  reckoned  among  the  various  readings;  but 
if  even  one  half  of  the  manufcripts  agreed  in  theomif* 
fion,  they  would  not  be  equivalent  to  the  remaining  half, 
as  the  omiflion  of  a  paffage  between  two  homoioteleuta 
is  eafy  to  be  conceived,  but  not  fo  eafy  the  infertion. 
Even  the  fuperioriiy  of  numbers  is  not  decifive  in  the 
prefent  cafe,  as  the  error  once  admitted  into  two  or  three 
anticnt  manufcripts  would  be  of  courfe  tranfmitted  to  all 
the  fubfequent  copies,  which  were  taken  from  them. 

We  find  a  remarkable  inftance,  and  well  fuited  to  the 
prefent  purpofe,  in  Matth,  xxvii.  35.  tvhere  the  word's 
between  xXnpoy  in  the  beginning  of  the  verfe,  and  xAufov 
at  the  end  of  the  verfe,  namely,  im  vXnfiSv  to  puGfv  vir«  t« 

v^o^nrst,  SiSfAefiiraifro  ret  ifAoiriu  /av,  xai  fvi  tov  i[Aartv[JiAv  (ab 

4  Sec  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  VIII.  p.  161 S. 
'  Orient.  BibJ.  Vol.  JI.  p.  234,  ^36  K  * 
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«C«A«r^are  omitted  in  94  roanufcnpts  quoted  by  Wetdein^ 
to  which  wc  may  add  the  four  following,  Codex  Parrahi* 
fii,  Lamheciancts  29  and  30.  and  Carolinus,  mentioned 
in  Trefchow's  Tentamen  defcriptionis  Codicum  Vindoi» 
bonenHum.     They  are  likewifeomittedin  the  Complu- 
tum  edition;,  whence  we  may  concludq  that  the  Spanifh 
editors  had  found  them  in  no  Greek  manufcripi,  as  they 
have  retained  them  in  the  I^tin  tranflation.    Some  other 
obje&ions  that  are  made  to  this  paflage  may. be  found  in 
Wetftein  and  Griefbacb,  who  have  rejcfted  it  from  the 
text  of  their  editions.     On  the  other  fide  of  the  queftion 
Bengel  in  hisAdparatus  Criticus,  has  quoted  the  author 
rities  in  favour  of  the  paffage  in  the  iollowing   manner, 
a  lextu  ftant  £r.  Colb.  4.  8.  Laud.  4.  5.  L.  Med  Monr* 
Ml  I.  2.  Par.  7.  8..  Wheel.  1.  Arm.  Hebr.  Latini  aliqtii^ 
in  his  prasftantiilimus  TrevirenHs,  nee  non  Hieronymus, 
Sax  et  diferte  Eufebius  ac  fermo  de  paffione  apud  Atha-^^ 
nas:  T.  I..fol.  992.  looi.     Here  then,  if  numbers  were 
toxiecide,  no  doubt  could  be  made  that  the  paflTage  \% 
fpurious*^ '  but  the  fingular  circumftance  that  xXn^ok  im* 
mediately  precedes  and  immediately  follows  the  omitted 
woFds,.  makes. the  authority  of  12  manufcripts  in  their 
favour  fiiore  than  equal  to  the  authority  of  100  manu- 
fcripts, in  which  ihey  are  omitted.     The  omiflfion  of  the 
,word«.  between  xX»>fo»  and  j?xnfoi>  is  a  very  Jiatural  acci- 
dent in  the  hurry,  of  tranfcribinj^,  but  the  interpofition  of 
thofe  words  fo  as  exactly   to  fuii  the  context  is  much 
more  difficult  to  be  conceived,  and  for  this  very  reafon 
I  am  more  inclined  to  the  opinion  of  Bengel,  that  the 
pdffdgc  isr  genuine.     It  ca.nnot  be  an  interpolation  from 
the  Gofpel  of  St.  John,  wher-'^*  the  quotation  is  differently 
incradfuced,  \v%  ^  yf«^»}  ttXyi^uO}?  k  X(y«{ra,    and  the  author 
of  the  quoted  Piaim  is  in  the  prefent  paffage  flyled  0  tc^iS^ 
^jiTw,  tlic  applicaiion  of  which  title  to  the  Pfalmift  is 
peculiar  to  St.  Matthew.    See  Mattb.  xiii.  25.  Whoever 
de&res  to  examine  other  examples  of  this  nature,  may 
refer  to  Mat(h.  xxviii.  9.  and  i  John  ii.  23.  But  we  rauft 
be  cautious  of  carrying  this  rule  to  tbc  extreme,  nor  ca|i 
wfe  conclude  that  an  hbmoiotelcuton  is  alone  fufficicnt  to 
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render  a  text  authentic,  wbich  we  have  folid  realbns  to 
condemn  as  fpurious  ^.  Many  have  defended  on  this  prin- 
ciple t  John  V.  7.  though  the  verfe  is  reje3ed  hy  everjr 
antient  Greek  manufcript,  and  abfolutely  inadmiffible  '* 
Another  cau(e  of  omiffion  is,  when  the  fame  letter^ 
fyllable,  or  word,  is  immediately  repeated ;  where  die 
tranfcriber  may  miftake  the  fecond  inftance  for  the  firft. 
An  example  of  this  kind  is  found  in  the<  Septuagint, 
a  Kings  xvii.  30.  where  infleadof  t«v  ¥i^yOs,  i^T\i)  is  tnv 
f^yfAi  and'v.  31.  for  t^iv  wCAaa*c^  is  to  iSxjttf'if.  The  text 
of  John  V,  22*  is  9i%  yot^  0  vmth^  x^iufi  vJifvay  oXXa-— ju  r.  A. 

which  is  quoted  by  Cyprian,  who  inftead  of  s^iva,  #pAXa 
has  sJft,  aAAK,  which  gives  a  totally  different  fenfe  to  the 
whole  paflage.  This  miftake  is  extremely  obvious^  when 
we  recollect  that  the  antient  Greeks  wrote  in  capital  let* 
ters^  without  points,  and  without  any  interval  between 
ifae  words)  as  OTAENAAAAA,  The  Codex  Magdak* 
jienfis,  inftead  of  Kv^it  Kvfif,  Matth.  vii.  at.  has  Kmu 
only  once  >  and  for  %«»  ftutn,  Avrf  T19  ta^f^  Lukeii^  gS^-te^ 
veral  good  manufcripta  have  km  mtmf  tjt  ^»^  Omiffions 
of  diia  kind  are  innumerable,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  fur* 
prife,  that  in  the  following  text,  1  Cor.  i.  1^  16.  »«  ^it 

wtf  f nrf)  or$r  f tc  to  ifAW  om/mi  i CanrririK     ECaTnitm  #1  Hat  r«> 

Xtifavm  Mx«y,  no  inftance  has  been  difcovered  among  all 
die  manufcripts  of  the  omiffion  of  the  fecond  afimvttva. 
We  might  be  tempted  to  lay  down  a  general  rule,  that 
(he  full  reading  ought  always  to  be  preferred  to  the  de- 
fe£live,  where  the  fame  letter,  fyllable,  or  word,  is  re- 
peated, unlefs  it  were  counterbalanced  by  the  probability 
of  an  oppofite  miftake,  which  may  as  eafily  be  commit- 
ted as  the  other^ 

This  miftake  is  the  writing  twice  a  letter^  fylkble,  or 
word,  that  in  the  original  ftood  only  once,  whence  many 
paflages  have  loft  all  meaning,  though  in  others  a  fenfe 
is  ftiU  difcoverable,  and  the  alteration  deferves  in  fucb 
cafes  a  place  among  the  various  readings.  An  undem- 
ahk  inftance  of  the  falfe  repetition  of  a  fyllable  may  be 
produced  from  the  Septuagtnt,  Gen*  viii.  5.  wfaeie  the 
trne  reading  is  i y  Jb  ry  ^uuiry  fimif^  but  not  only  the  Codes 

'  Alexan- 
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AlexandrinuS)  which  from  its  inaccuracy  is  not  entitled 
to  the  commendations  beftowed  on  it,  but  even  the  edi- 
tion of  Aldus  has  tv  ii  r^  nSmotTii  fj.nvt.  For  ltairf^»«»/A  li^ 
Matth.  xi.  13.  feveral  manufcripts  have  Kair«fir»»/A  fAn^ 
which  exaftly  inverts  the  fenfe;  and  inftead  of  o^\h  ax». 
cfltvTf?,  John  vii.  40.   the   Frgigmentuti)   Borgianum  has 

Since  therefore  the  tranfcribers  might  as  eafily  fall  into 
the  miftake  of  repeating,  as  into  that  of  omitting,  it  is 
difficult  to  give  a  general  and  pofitive  rule  with  refpeft 
to  this  fubjefl,  and  the  decifion  rauft  depend  on  the 
number  and  authenticity  of  the  teftimonies,  or  other  ac- 
cidental circumftances.  In  many  cafes  it  is  almoft  irn^ 
poffible  to  decide ;  the  common  text  of  Luke  vii.  21,  is 
cvaf  lo-otTo  TO  j3xiirsi»,  for  which  22  manufcripts  quoted  by 
Wetftein  have  ix^ixfitrarp  ^Xtirsiv.  Thefe  two  readings^ 
according  to  the  antient  manner  of  writing,  were  EXA- 
PISATOTOBAEnEIN  and  EXAPlIATOBAEnElN,  and  as 
a  conGderable  number  of  good  manufcripts  may  be  pro- 
duced in  favour  of  each,  it  is  impoffible  to  decide  whe- 
ther in  the  firft  inftance  the  tranfcriber  committed  the 
miftake  of  repeating  to,  or  whether  in  the  fecond  in- 
ftance the  tranfcriber  omitted  the  fecond  to,  becaufe  to 
had  preceded  in  the  original. 

Another  caufe,  which  fometimes  leads  a  copyift  into 
the  error  of  inferting  a  word,  efpecially  an  article,Js  when 
the  arrangement  of  the  words  in  the  original  differs  from 
the  common  conftrudion,  which  latter  being  familiar  to 
him,  h€  ufcs  it  in  the  copy,  without  attending  to  the  dif- 
ference in  the  manufcript,  from  which  be  tranfcribes. 
fiut  as  enough  has  been  faid  on  the  fubjed  of  omiftions 
and  ialeriions^  I  will  now  examine  the  caufes  which 
might  produce  an  unintentional  exchange  of  letters,  fyl-^ 
lables,  or  words. 

Words  of  a  fimilar  found  are  eafily  exchanged  {breach 

other^n  inftance  of  which  we  find  in  the  Codex  Can- 

.  tabrigienfis '%  Rom,  i.  30.  where,  inftdad  of  uaratXctXHi 

the  tranfcriber  has  writtein  xoixo^«Aii$,an  error  which  arofe 

horn  MHHidikPH  aimoft,  iinmediately  precedingi  and  the 
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found  of  xax«  being  ftill  in  his  ears.  Miftakes  of  ibis 
nature  were  fometimes  unavoidable  from  the  ancient 
praflice  oF  cli6lacing  to  feveral  tranTcribers  at  the  fame 
time;  it  might  happen  even  when  the  copyift  tranfcribed 
immediately  from  the  original,  as  it  is  not  uncommon  to 
repeat  to  ourfelves  the  words  which  we  read  or  write; 
and  in  printing,  where  it  is  not  the  cuiiom  to  didate,  no 
error  is  more  common. 

A  deviation  from  the  original  arifes  frequently  from 
an  accidental  tranfpontion.  No  man,  in  Copying  a  work 
compofed  in  a  language  which  he  under ftands,  writes 
letter  for  letter,  or  word  for  word,  but  fixes  in  his  me- 
mory fometimes  a  whole  paflage  before  he  writes ;  and  if 
the  words  are  not  bound  by  the  rules  of  grammar  to  one 
particular  arrangement,  it  is  eafy  to  fall  into  the  error  of 
'a  tranfpofition.  In  fuch  cafes  the  number  and  authority 
of  the  manufcripts,  or  the  nature  of  the  fubjed  itfelr, 
mud  determine  the  true  reading  :  examples  may  indeed 
be  given  where  the  decifion  is  difficult,  but  they  are  ge- 
nerally fuch  as  convey  the  fame  meaning,  and  therefore 
of  no  importance''. 

No  miftake  arifing  from  an  exchange  of  letters  is  fo 
common  as  that  which  is  occafioned  by  the  Itacifm,  and 
many  of  the  various  readings  derived  from  this  fource 
are  not  only  of  confequence,  but  rehiain  ftill  undecided. 
I  know  not  whether  this  error  is  as  frequently  difcovered 
in  the  copies  of  profane  authors,  as  I  have  never  exa- 
mined a  manufcript  of  a  claflTic  writer  with  attention; 
but  in  many  manufcripts  of  the  New  Teftament  and  of 
the  Septuagint  it  occurs  inccffantly.;  A  variety  of  exam- 
ples h^ve  been  coUefted  by  Adler  fjtonn  the  Roman  nra- 
nufcripts%and  inftahces  may  be  feenevenin  the  critical 
Greek  notes,  written  in  the  margin  of  the  Oxford  manu- 
fcript of  the  Philoxcnian  verfion,  pgblifhed  by  White*. 
'The  Ft^cifm  is  not  only  the  comtnofi  pronunciation  of 
the  modern  G  reeks  *V  but  is  probably  more  ancient  than 

the 
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ihc  ol^eft  mauufcript  of  the  Greek  Teftaniem,  or 
perhaps  than  that  of  any  author  now  extant.  So  carij^ 
as  the  age  in  which,  the  New  Te(taitient  was  written  wc 
find  traces  of  the  Itucifm,  without  which  x^rop  and  y(j(fit^t 
pould  never  have  been  confounded'';  an  example  of 
which  we  find  in  Suetonius,  who  has  written  Judasos 
irapulfore  Chrefto  aflidue  tumulcuantes  Roma  expulic  \ 
But  whether  this  proni^nciatipn  be  really  as  antient  as  I 
fuppof<f,  or  not,  it  is  fufficient  for  our  prefent  purpofe,  that 
it  is  more  antient  than  any  of  our  roanufcripts,  of  which 
theoldeil,efpecially  the  Alexandrine,  have  faults  that  feem 
inexplicable  on  any  other  principle :  and  .if  traces  of  it 
are  found  in  the  moft  antient  verfions,  fuch  as  the  Syriac 
and  the  old  Latin,  it  mufl  have  exifted  fo  early  as  the 
firft  century.  .  Woide,  in  his  preface  to  the  Codex  Alex- 
*  andrinus,  ^.  33.  derives  thefe  mutations  from  the  £gyp^ 
iian  pronunciation,  but  I  can  fee  no  restfon  for  having 
recourfe  to  this  me;thod  of  accounting  for  the  origin  of 
.errors,  which  can  be  fo  Daturally  explained;  on  the.  prin- 
ciple of  the.  Itacifm  '\  It  is  true  that  this  might  oftener 
happen  in  Egypt  than^  in  other  countries,  for  the  £gYp^ 
tians,  when  they  adopted  a  Greek  word  in  their  own  lan- 
guage, e^cchanged  11  for  »,  e.  g.  friKi\%  for  <r«Aiini,  luna*^. 

The  greateft  number  of  examples  of  the  exchange  of 
letters  are  fo  manife'ftly  orthographical  errors  as  to  de- 
ferve  not  a  place  among  the  various  readings,  as  nXfifnr 
for  iiXu^iv  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  \  Cor.  x.  i  j.  which 
Mill  has  quoted,  but  Wetftein  very  properly  rejefted. 
Sometimes  they  convey  a  tolerable  meaning,  as  xim  fAyn- 
,f*«i»,  which  is  found  in  two  manuFcripts,  and  is  the  read- 
ing quoted  by  Chryfoftom'',  inftead  of  jc«*>w  >mj^u», 
Matth.  xxvii.  60.  but  no  doubt  can  be  made,  tiiat  xatlt^ 
is  the  true  reading,  for  it  is  confirmed  by  the  coincidence 
of  the  antient  verfions,  as  well  as  by  a  plurality  of  manu<~ 
fcriptwS,  and  the  miftake  of  c  for  ai  is  common  in  many 
manufcripts.  Inftead  of  u  ^i\tl$  hj^mir^xij  Matth,  xi.  14. 
the  Syriac  tranflatqr  has  rendered  n  SsAilf,  ^igatjrS't,  which 

waa- 
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mts  undoubtedly  an  error  in  the  manuferipti  from  whtch 
be  tranflated. 

In  other  places  the  manurcripts  in  favour  of  the  dif- 
ferent readings  are  more  divided,  and  it  is  then'  difiBcuU 
to  determine  which  of  the  two  h  the  error  arifing  from 
theltatifm,  uhleft  particular  circum Ranees  of  the  c6n*> 
teit  lead  ut  to  a  conclufion.  We  find  John  mu  54.  lff«V» 
if|«A»/*)  and  e^ijEK.  t  Cor.  iv.  2.  ^tfltileii  and  ^nlcilt.  Some 
of  the  manufcript^  have  t  Cot.  xii.  i .  *n,  others  tu  '*.  1  Pet, 
ii.  3.  xi^^^^9  others  xf^^^^^  where  the  preceding  verb  lytti* 
fte^di  determines  the  former  to  be  the  true  reading,  i  John 
iv.  %  yiMMtaflf^  for  which  others  have  yivwa-xtltfi,  where  we 
have  no  ground  for  deciding  which  is  the  true  reading. 
Hev.  ii.  13.  fome  have  Atflura;,  others  ailuTAi  *'• 

Inftead  of  ilk,  Rom.  ii.  17.  a  very  copfiderable  number 
of  mauufcripts  have  n  it^  which  is  likewife  confirmed  by 
feverai  antient  verfions^.  This  variation  occurs  fre- 
quently, atid  among  other  inftances  in  the  Septuagint^ 
Job  xxxivt  17.  where  the  Hebrew  original  determines  «» 
^  to  be  the  true  reading  ^*y  but  in  the  above  paflage  from 
the  epiille  to  the  Romans  it  is  impoflibk  to  decide  with 
any  certainty*  I  have  often  wondered  that  the  fame  va^* 
riation  has  never  occurred,  Rom.  ix.  22.  but  in  that  text 
»»  it  has  been  found  invatiabiy  in  all  the  manufcripts. 
Another  remarlcabll^  infti^nce  is  that  of  vitol»iririir^  and 
uveW(rfcd«i,  Rom,  ix.  23.  in  which  ^aflage  there  are 
three  diiferent  readings  which  I  will  write  in  capitals,  in 
order  to  avoid,  what  was  not  written  in  the  antient  ma- 
nufcripts,  the  Iota  fubfcriptum. 

V  The  common  reading  is  ^lO  ANAFKH  TnOTAS^ 

2.  Four  codrces  latinizantes  **  have  AIO  tnoTAS- 
$;E£e9,  a  reading  followed  by  Irena&us,  Hilary,  and  the 
Gothic  veriion. 

3,  The  editio  coraplutenfis  has  AIO  ANAFKH  Yno- 
TAZ^ESeg^  with  which  the  Vulgate  agrees,  where  we 
find  ideo  nece0itate  fubditi  eilote,  which  might  be  giveti 
in  better  Latin  idep  neceflStati  parete. 

This  example  I  (hall  have  occafioo^  to  mention  again 

in 
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in  fpeaking  of  compound  reacUngs,  and  iball  only  ob- 
ferve  at  prefent,  that  jt  is  difficult  to  determine  which  is- 
the  true  reading,  unlefs  we  chufe  to  be  guided  by  a  ma- 
jority of  manufcripts.  Properly  fpeaking,  there  are  only 
two  fundamental  readings  in  this  paifage)  hp  Avftyxn 
vw^rafffTiirS^ty  and  iio  ii«'«|as«-r<rd'c,  the  third  being  com* 
pounded  of  both.  The  two  firft  are  Itacifms,  and  yet 
more  antient  than  the  time  of  Hilary,  of  the  author  of  the 
Gothic  verfion,  and  probably  of  Irenaeus,  which  I  will  not 
pofitiveiy  affirm,  as  the  conftrudion  in  Irenaeus  might 
have  come  from  his  Latin  tranflator.  If  the  fir  ft  and  com« 
mon  reading  is  the  genuine,  it  is  probable  that  the  reading 
of  the  four  latinizing  manufcripts  arofe  from  the  error  of 
miftaking  vrorao-a-frSi  for  viMr«crM'^»ij  and  then  leaving 
out  «»«yjci},  as  difficult  to  be  conftrued  with  the  former. 
If  the  fecond  reading  be  the  genuine,  the  firft  arofe  froin 
miftaking  uvor«^rfff^«i  for  rvirorArtrio-df,  and  then  admit- 
ing  ^tayxn  into  the  text  as  a  fcholion  necoflary  to  render 
•the  conftrudion  complete.  It  is  true  that  the  majority 
of  manufcripts,  as  well  as  the  Syriac,  Coptic,  and  Arabic 
verfions,  are  in  favour  of  the  4U)mmon  reading ;  but  ais 
the  miftake  was  eafily  commitled,  I  am  rather  inclined 
io  abide  by  the  authority  of  the  l^tin  verfion  ^%  and 
fbttf  antient  latinizing  manufcripts,  in  regard  to  a  read-* 
ing  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans*  I  hope  no  reader  will 
bt  diipleafed  with  this  example,  as  be  may  learn  from  it 
this  ufeful  leflbn,  that  it  is  often  highly  neceflary  to 
doubt. 

Orthographical  errors  very  frequently  arife  from  con^ 
fi)unding  O  and  jQ,  of  which  many  examples  have  been 
produced  from  the  Roman  manufcripts'.  Even  in  the 
critical  Greek  notes,  written  in  the  margin  of  the  Syriac 
ver£on  of  Philoxenus,  thi3  fault  occurs  fcequently,  at 
4eaft  in  the  Oxford  manufcripts  though  other  copies  are 
Aid  to  be  more  corred^.     This  fimple  exchange  has 

given 

«  See  the  Orient.  3ibl.  VpL  XVU.  p.  131, 132". 

/  3ee  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVI.  p.  164,  165,  and  Vol.  XVIU.  p.  IfSj, 

ir4»». 
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given  birth  to  doubtful  readiogs,  on  whick  tbe  critics, 
are  unable  to  decide^  an  inftanoeof  ivhicb  is^uira  Ji«;y^«v, 
and  lurot  iidyfMMif^  Mark  x.  30.  but  Weiftein  has  grven^ 
tbe  preference  to  the  former. 

Letters,  that  have  no  fimilarity  in  found,  may  be  ex- 
changed for  each  other,  if  they  have  only  a  fimtlar  figure, 
as  A,  A  and  Ay-^^O  and  0, — O,  C  and  €.     Montfaucon, 
in  his  Prolegomena  to  the   Hexapla,  c.  iv.  ^.  7. .  has 
produced  jnany  examples  from  the  Septuagint,  to  which, 
as  he  has  alleged  no  inftance  of  a  confufion  between  A 
and  A,  I  will  add  that  of  OTA  for  OTA,  1  Chron.  i;  17**. 
The  following  is  a  very  remarkable  inftance  from  Pto-«. 
lemy's  Geography.     The  fame  city,  which  in  his  map 
of  Arabia  is  called  Lathrippa,  we  find  written,  p.  155. 
AA6pinnA'%  an  evident  miftake  for  AAePinilA*.     Er-» 
tors  of  this  kind  are  occafioned  efpecially  by  the  ftrokes 
being  faded :  of  this  we  find  an  inftance  1  Tim,  iii.  i6. 
a  text  of  great  importance  in  the  prefent  ditputes.     Vek 
thufen,  in  his  Obfervations  on  Various  Subjc£ls%  has 
remarked  in  regard  to  this  pafiage,  that  it  is  extremely 
difficult,  and  fometimes  impofliblCy  to  diftioguiih  iu  tiae 
Codex  AlexandriQus  0  from  O.     Again,  if  one  half  of 
O  is  faded,  it  may  be  raiftaken  for  C  or  €>  on  the.  other 
hand  a  C,  or  ^ ,  in  which  the. middle  ftroke  is  faded,  may 
be  taken  for  an  half-faded  ©•    .JEven  where  tte;  letters 
arc  ftill.  frcih,  they  may  be  e^fily  confounded  in. the 
hurry  of  reading,  and  an  accident  of.  this  kind  having 
happened  to  me  a  few  days  ago,  1  will  mention  it  .as 
fuitable  to  the  prefent  purpofe.     Profcflbr  Koppe  fentiOie 
a  Programma,  which  he  had  lately  written,  entitled  O 
ANepanOSTHI  AMAPTIAJ,  but  on.  the  firft  view. of 
the  titled-page,  inftead  of  reading  0  ^v^fi^iroc,  I  began,  to 
rea^  Qi(x».^^ci;70(,  ;^nd  the  fame  miftake  which  I   com<- 
mitted  in  the  hurry  of  reading,  might  happen  to  a  tran<- 
.fcriber  pfthc  New  Tcftameat  in  the  hurry , of  wcitiiig. 
.       .  But 

»  According  to  it.«r  derivation  it  ought  to  be  writt«n  lAOpTHnA,  j^s  it 
eomes  from  th6  AraWc 


••^     •• 
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But  various^  readings,  arifing  rroiii  the  exctiange'of  fimin 
lar  letters,  efpccially  A  and  A,  I  have  found  more  frc^ 
quently  in  the  Septuagint  than  in  the  Greek  Teftamenc. 

Befide  the  letters  above-mentioned,  there  are  others 
which  may  be  eafily  exchanged,  efpecially  when  one  or 
more  of  the  ftrokes  are  obliterated,  far  inftance,  M  for 
AA,  or  AA.  In  the  apocryphal  book  of  Ezra,  ch.  v.  34. 
]10K  *J3  fhould  be  tranflatcd  TIOI  AMaN»  inftead  of 
which  moft  of  the  editions  have  TIOI  AAAHN,  and  the 
Alexandrine  manufcript  TIOI  AAAflN*'.  In  the  fame 
manner  I  have  obferved  AMA  and  AAAA  exchanged  for 
each  other  in  the  New  Teftament.  And  Dr.  Lefs  has. 
found  examples,  where  iv  was  difficult  to  diftrnguifii  B 
from  K,  and  H  from  N,  on  account  of  the  crofs  ftrokes, 
being  faded  ^ 

Whoever  would  acquired  facility  in  judging  of  thofe 
various  readings,  which  ariffc  from  ah  exchange  of  letters, 
muft  firft  obtain  a  readinefs  of  reprefenting  to  himfelf  the 
words  as  v/ritten  in  capitals ;  for  though  a  refemblance. 
between  the  fmaller  letters,  fuch  as  v  and  v,  a  and  b,  oc-» 
cafions  very  frequently  errata  in  printing,  they  are  too; 
modern  to  have  been  the  caufe  of  various  readings,  and 
in  tbofe  paffages  of  the  later  maniifcripts,  in  which  ex-, 
amples  may  be  found*  they  are  eafily  obferved  to  be  or- 
thographical errors.  It  is  of  great  advantage  therefore  to 
a  critic  in  the  Greek  Teftament,  artd  in  Greek  litera- 
ture in  genetal,  to  read,  and  extrafl  from  the  ancient 
manufcripts,  and  ij»fcfiptions  chat  are  written  in  capitals; 
which  will  better  enable  him  to  form  an  accurate  judge- 
ment of  the.  origin  and  goodnefs  pf  a  reading,  than  any 
method  whatfo^ver:  The  late  Gefner  has  related  a  very 
extellent  praSi^e,  and  wprthy  of  imitation,  adopted  by 
the  mafter  of  the  fchool  in  which  be  was  educated,  whojej 
cuftoin  it  was  to  write  fentences  from  the  Greek  authors 
,  in  capital  letters,  without  any^interval  between  the  words, 
to  be. read  and  decyphered  by, his  fcholars*  It  is  univer- 
sally known  bow  well  the  trial  fucceeded  with  Gefner, 
and  if  the  tnafters  of  other  grammar  fchools  woi^ld  a6l 

■  *  •  •  as 
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ftSt  Varimis  Readings  if  the  K  71         chap,  vu 

as  judkioufly,  the  world  might  have  reafon  to  expe6b  an- 
other Gefner.  Thofe  who  have  no  opportunity  of  ftudy* 
ing  the  antient  manufcripts,  may  derive  nearly  the  fame 
benefit  from  reading  frequently  and  attentively  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus  publiflied  by  Woide'\     Without  exer- 

^  cife  and  experience  of  this  nature,  our  attempts  to  ana- 
lyfe  a  doubtful  paflage  will  be  always  irkfome,  and  com- 
monly fruitlefs.  A  man  accuftomed  only  to  the  Greek 
letters  in  modern  ufe,  has  no  other  refource  than  to 
write  the  paflage. in  capitals,  but  here  the  very  pains  that 

'  are  requifite  before  he  can  begin  his  enquiry,  are  often 
fu£Ecient  to  defeat  its  very  end.  For  it  is  an  undeniable 
£id,  that  when  a  writing  is  psefented  to  be  read,  and  at 
the  fame  time  a  word  is  pointed  out  that  feems  illegible, 
with  a  requeft  to  explain  it  as  a  matter  of  imporunce, 
the  reader  will  be  more  perplexed  in  difcovering  its 
meaning,  than  if  he  bad  read  the  whole  paflage  without 
previous  information  of  the  difficulty.  His  whole  atten- 
tion being  occupied  with  the  word  in  queftion,  it  is  di- 
verted from  the  context,  which  alone  can  lead  to  a  dif- 
covcry. 

Synonymous  words  are  often  exchanged  by  a  tran- 
fcriber,  who  fixing  the  fenfe  of  a  whole  paflage  in  his 
memory  before  he  commits  it  to  writing,  fubftitutes  the 
word  that  firft  occurs  to  him,  inftead  of  the  word  in  the 
original.  This  miftake  happens  frequently  in  printing, 
and  I  have  feen  examples,  in  which  ihe  word  inferted  by 
the  compofitor  by  miftake,  was  as  fuitaUe  to  the  pur- 
pofe,  as  that  ufed  by  the  author.  We  find  an  inftance 
of  this  exchange  Rev.  xvii.  17.  where  for  rAir^ii  rm 
^f*a7«,  feven  manufcripts  quoted  by  Wetftein  have 
TfAfo-dfiroirlati  01  Xoy^i '%  and  feven  others,  which  he  has 
likewife  quoted,  rtXtv^tovip  u  x«yoi,  the  reading  of  the 
Wolfenbiittel  manufcript  collated  by  KnitteP'.  More 
examples  may  be  feen  in  my  father's  Tradatio  Critica, 
p.  1 1.  Various  readings,  arifing  from  the  exchanee  of 
fynonymous  words>  muft  be  diftinguiflied  from  thofe, 
which  are  occafioned  by  intruding  marginal  notes  into 
the  text ;  but  it  is  foAietimes  difficult  to  determine  to 
^    ■   ^      '  which 
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which  oFthcre  two  cauTes  a  reading  is  to  be  arcribed^ 
e.  g.*i  Pet.  iii.  13.  /tA»/u^7«i,  where  others  have  ^nXwFai. 
If  the  exchange  of  fynonymous  words  occurred  too  often 
in  any  work,  it  might  create  fufpicion  that  it  was  not  an 
original,  but  a  tranflation^'and  that  the  fame  text  had 
been  differently  rendered  by.  different  tranflators.  This 
argument,  which  proves  the  Latin  Teftament  to  be  only 
a  verfion,  affeds  not  the  Greek  Teftament,  as  it  is  ap- 
plicable not  to  whole  books,  but  only  to  detached  paf- 
iages.  But  with  refpe£l  to  the  readings  xoHitAnny  and 
iknU^^^j  Jobn  V.  4.  it  is  fo  difficult  to  comprehend  how 
a  tranfcriber  could  poffibly  exchange  the  one  fof  the 
otber^  that  tbe  whole  verfe,  which  in  other  refpefls  is 
very  fufpicious,  feems  nothing  more  than  a  tranflation 
of  a  marginal  note,  originally  written  in  fome  other  Ian- 
gq^e  than  Greek ^ 

Another  exchange  of  words  may  arise  from  a  tran« 
fcriber's  ufing  that  which  was  common  in  the  age  ia 
which  he  wrote,  inftead  of  the  antient  word  ufed  when 
the  original  was  written.  Of  this  kind  v(a>7o/A«pIo|ioc 
feems  to  be  an  inftance,  which  is  found  in  feveral  manu- 
scripts for  paplufv/,  A8s  xxii.  ao.  vftSl^fAaflvf  being  the 
title  which  was  afterwards  given  to  Stephen  by  the  Chrif- 
tian  church.  St.  Paul  at  leaft  could  not  have  given  him 
that  -title  on  his  return  to  Jerufalem  after  his  converfion, 
becaufe  Stephen  was  at  that  time  not  the  firft,  but  the 
only  martyr  for  the  Chriftian  religion;  befides,  if p^aflv^ 
be  taken  in  its  proper  fenfe,  that  of  witnefs,  Stephen 
could  not  be  called  the  firft  witnefs  to  the  truth  of 
Chrifttanity. 


SECT.      IX. 


Second  Caufe.    Miftakes  of  the  tranfiribers  in  regard  to  ibe 

true  text  of  the  original. 

MISTAKES  arifmg  from  a  falfe  divifion  of  words, 
fuch  as  ou  xepcic  for  eux  tfti^,  in  the  prefent  Got- 
tingen,  formerly  Miffy  manufcript,  beloi\g  not  propcrJy 

to 
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lo  this  chapter,  not  being  cooiidered  as  %'ariotB  readings^ 
bccaufe  the  divinon  of  the  lettejg  of  the  New  Teftament 
into  words,  with  intervals  between  them,  is  too  modern 
to  admit  the  errors,  which  might  refuU  from  it,  into  that 
colle^ion.  The  preference  is  here  determined  not  by 
the  majority  of  manufcripts,  but  the  rules  of  interpret 
tation;  and  the  fubjeQ  will  be  confidered  in  a  feparate 
chapter  toward  the  clofe  of  the  next  volume. 

But  an  ample  fource  of  various  readiogsis  the  miflak^ 
ing  the  notes  of  abbreviation,  which  are  very  frequently 

ufed  in  the  antient  manufcripts,  as  0C  for  df«c,  KC  for 

fHvpiof,  vc  fcr  VI9C,  &c*.  To  form  an  adequate  judge- 
ment of  miftakes  of  this  nature,  it  is  neceflary  to  be  con- 
verfant  with  thofe  manufcripts  in  which  thefc  abbrevia^ 
dons  are  aQually  ufed,  and  not,  as  fome  critics  have 
done,  make  hypothefes  for  ourfelves/that  fuch  and  fucb 
abbreviations  might  have  been  ufed,  in  order  to  fupport 
a  critical  conjetiure.  The  Prolegomena  of  Wetftein, 
p.  iii.  ^  7.  nr)ay  be  confuhed  on  this  fubje£t,  atid  I  have 
quoted  a  remarkable  inftance  of  an  abufe  of  this  kind, 
made  even  by  Croiius*,  in  my  Expoficion  of  the  fiift 
book  of  the  Maccabees,  ch.  xiv.  35.  On  the  other 
band,  where  it  is  certain  that  two  different  readings  arofe 
from  a  falfe  interpretation  of  a  mark  of  abbreviation,  we 
.areeafily  led  to  a  decifion  of  the  true  reading  by  the  ab- 
breviation itfelf.     For  inftance,  feveral  manufcripts  have 

Tft)  xa^p(a  fii>itvoitrrg    for  ra   Xvptu  ^vXevoi^teV,  Rom«  xii*    1  f. 

where  letting  afide  other  arguments  alleged  by  Wetftein 
>in  favour  of  the  latter  reading,  we  may  be  convinced 
that  it  is  genuine,  by  the  very  circumftaiKe  thit  gave 
•  rife  to  the  former.  The  manufcripts  in  general,  and  that 
of  Gottingen  in   particular,  abbreviate  very   frequently 

Kvpt(^  into  Kc^j  which  might  be  midaken  by  a  later  trao- 
fcriber  .for  an  abbreviation  of  x*ipu,  which  he  would 
therefore  write  in  the  copy  that  he  was  taking :  xaipw,  on 
.the  contrary,  was  written  at  length  in  the  aiiiient  manu- 
fcripts,  which  a  tranfcribcr  would  hardly  miftakef^or 
ILvftif.     Hence  we  may  conclude,  that  xaipu  is  the  falfe 

reading. 
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reading,  becsiufe  this  might  arife  through  error  from 
Kvfi^y  not  Rufitt)  from  h^i^w.  Thofe  who  would  take 
|he  trouble  of  noting  the  diflPerent  marks  of  abbreviation^ 
in  reading  an  antient  manufcHpt  of  the  Greek  Teftament^ 
as  Knittel  has  done  in  his  commentary  on  Ulphilas, 
%vould  be  entitled  to  the  thanks  of  the  public,  and  ftill 
more,  whoever  would  fpbmit  to  the  labour  of  colle6iing 
and  forming  them  into  a  general  inde\\  Griefbach  is  of 
opinion  that  many  abbreviativons,  at  prefent  unknown, 
and  more  difficult  than  thofe  which  are  now  extant,  were 
common  in  the  five  firft  centuries,  and  the  fources  of 
many  of  our  falfe  readings.  But  this  opinion  is  not 
grounded  on,  hiftorical  evidence,  and  the.  arguments  al- 
leged in  it3  fupport  are  not  fufficiently  convincing.  The 
lleiign  of  this  hypothelis  is  to  account  for  certain  read- 
ings, which  may  be  explained  (without  having  recourfc 
to  fuppofcd  abbreviations)  from  the  letters  being  ef- 
faced, which  the  copyift  endeavoured  to  fupply  by  falfe 
conjeftll^es^  .     . 

Another  fource  of  falfe  readings  is  a  tranfcriber's  mif- 
taking  a  marginal  note  for  a  part  of  the  text :  for  having 
obferved  that  an  omi (lion  in  the  text,  or  a  paflage  wrong* 
ly  written,  was  fometimes  fupplied  or  corre£ted  in  the 
margin,  he  falfely  concluded  that  every  word,  which  he 
faw  before  him,  mud  be  admitted  into  the  body  of  the 
work,  which  he  was  then  writing.  It  was  not  unufual, 
in  the  antienc  manufcripts,  to  write  in  the  margin  an  ex^ 
planation  of  a  difficult  paffage,  or  a  word  fynonymous 
Co  that  in  the  text,  but  more  ufual  and  more  eafily  unr- 
.derflood,  or  with  the  intent  offupplying  a  fceming  de- 
ficiency ;  any  or  all  of  which  might  in  the  copies  taken 
,frQm  the  raanufcripi,  in  which  thefe  notes  were  written, 
be  eafily  obtruded  on  the  text  iifelf.  The  two  following 
.are  examples  of  this  kind,  and  the  readings  being  found 
only  in  (ingle  manufcripts,  no  doubt  <^an  be  made  of 
their  being  errors.      VVe  find,  Mark  xi.  to.  ivXcymfAiyni  n 

where  it  is  evident  that  |3a<riA£)^  mufl  be  underflood  be* 
fore  T«  v»rff9^  nfAuv.  This  eliip&s  might  naturally  be  noted 

9  in 
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in  the  margin^  with  a  mark  of  reference  l)efore  rs  viir^»c9 
and  it  is  p^robable  that  the  manuficript,  iriiich  takes  ita 
name  from  Lord  Winchelfea,  was  written  hy  a  copyift^ 
who  had  a  manufcript  in  his  pofleflion  with  this  very 
marginal  note,  which  he  has  falfely  inferted  in/thefext, 

ffuXeynfUvn  "^  <^;^o/xfifi  jSflMriXfioi.  tp  eyof^art  RvftB^n'  PariA<i« 
T«  watfoi  ufAtip  ^  In  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  ch«  viii. 
S04  is  ufed  the  word  fiaraiomri^  for  which  the  Codex 
Vindobonenfis  34.  has  4^^«pa,  which  is  fynonymous  in-^ 
deed  to  fAAraioruTi,  but  St.  Paul  u(ing  fB^opa  in  the  fol- 
lowing verfe,  feems  to  have  ftudied  variety,  in  ufing  two 
different  words  for  the  fame  fubjefi.  ^Now  the  origin  of 
^a^»  can  be  explained  in  no  other  manner,  than  by  fup- 
pofing  it  to  have  been  written  as  fynonymous  to  fAaroA^*- 
^uri  in  the  margin  of  fome  andent  manufcript,  from 
Mrhich  the  Codex  Vindoboneniis  34.  was  tranfcribed. 
This  fame  manufcript  has  in  feveral  places  an  explana^ 
tion  of  a  word,  as  well  as  the  word  itfelf,  for  inllance, 
Rom.  xii.  7*  of  i^oLxopiM  ....  to  xu^vyfAa,  cb«  xvi.  19. 
ofmyoAw  •  • .  fi  vine:  thcfe  have  the  appearance  of  va- 
rious readings,  but  are  in  fad  only  glofles  inferted  in  the 
text.  SeeTrefchow's  Tentamen  Dedcriptionis  Codicum 
Vindobonenfium ',  p.  68« 

No  fource  of  various  readings  is  fo  proda6iive  as  the 
prefent,  and  none  fo  frequently  mentioned  by  the  critics : 
but  as  their  opinions  are  widely  different,  and  what  ap- 
pears a  manifeft  fcholion  to  fome,  is  taken  by  others  for 
the  genuine  reading,  it  may  be  ufeful  to  enumerate  fome 
of  the  principal  examples,  which  I  have  colJeQed  finfie 
the  publication  of  the  third  edition  of  this  work.  On  a 
fubjed  of  doubtful  criticifm,  I  cannot  exped  that  aU  my 
readers  ihould  be  of  the  lame  fentiments  with  myfelf, 
but  in  thofe  inftances  where  they  fubfcribe  to  my  opi- 
nion, they  will  obferve  how  (educing  the  faife  readuig  is, 
and  how  neceflary  to  be  diftinguifhed  from  the  true ; 
and  their  attention  will  by  thefe  means  be  excited  to  the 
difcovery  of  other  fcholia,  which  have  infenfibly  crqpt 
into  the  text  of  the  New  Teftament. 

Mark  ii.  14.  for  Am\h¥  t*v  ira  A^fAia,  three  manufcripts, 

quoted 
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quoted  by  Wetftein,  and  feveral^  To  ancient  as  the  time 
of  Origen,  with  the  Latin  Codex  Veronenfis,  and  Vcr- 
cellenfiS)  have  laxttC^v  t9v  m  Ax^omr.  Now  no  tranfcriber 
could  copy  ImwA^oy  by  tniftake  for  Afuiv^  but  it  is  poffible^ 
and  even  probable,  that  forae  one  had  written  Iax»Cov, 
as  a  marginal  note  oppofite  to  Afuiy,  in  confequence  of 
having  found  the  name  of  James  among  the  Tons  of 
Alphsusj  Matth.  xiii*  55.  and  fuppofing  him  to  be 
the  fame  perfon  as  Levij  a  name  which  is  there 
omitted  *. 

Mark  viii.  5i4.  on  m^h^i^a  9f»wtfifr»r»¥rai^  feems  to  me 
to  be  a  fcholion,  or  explanation  of  the  text.  But  many 
editors  of  the  New  Teftament  have  been  of  a  different 
opinion^  and  Mill  held  it  to  be  the  beft  reading  ^ 

Luke  xxiii.  45.  x«i  ftf-xon^Sn  0  nXio;  is  an  antient  and 
celebrated  example.  Inftead  of  this  reading,  which  ex« 
prefles  the  darkening  of  the  fun  by  the  intervention  of 
thick  clouds,  the  eighth  Codex  Stephani,  and  feven 
Ledionaria^  quoted  by  Wetftein,  have  ixXnveyrtff  t«  hXh^ 
a  pbrafe  which  is  never  applied  but  to  an  a&ual  eclipfe 
ofthe  fun,  an  event  that  could  not  poflibly  have  hap- 
pened at  the  tiilae  of  the  crucifixion.  This  alteration 
had  token  place  in  fome  of  the  manufcripts  fo  early  a^ 
the  tine  of  Origeni  who  in  his  commentary  on  Maif. 
thew  xxvii.  45.  has  (he  following  obfervation,  forfitan 
aufus  eft  aliquis,  quafi  manifeftius '  aliquid  dicere  vo- 
lens,  pro  ^  ec  obfcuratus  eft  foP  ponere  ^  deficiente 
fole,'  exiftimans  quod  non  aliter  fieri  potuiflent  tenebrae^ 
nifi  fole  deficiente. 

A6ts  u  1 2.  after  nZCarn  t #oy,  the  third  Codex  Petavi- 
anus  has  rorirroy  •»  to  ^«rirf**,  o(«»  Jbvarov  IxJaiov   vipiwdlttv 

i»  ^aCSarify  and  as  this  reading  is  found  in  no  other  ma- 
DUfcript,  no  doubt  can  be  made  of  its  being  a  fcholion. 
Rom.  V.  tS.  ii*  iv^r  «rap«inrtifA«r«c  may  be^tranflated 
either,  ^  by  the  fall  of  one,'  or  ^  by  one  fall.'  The  read- 
ing of  this  text  in  fome  manufcripts  is  it  nff  to  voipa«1fl#^a, 
'and  in  one  fingle  manufcript  ^1*  n^oc  ap^fwn  t«  «rap«ir1fl#/uMi, 
which  feem  to  be  different  fcholia  intended  to  determine 
a  conftriijGtion^  which  admits  of  a  two-fold  explanation  '• 

Rom^ 

*  It  appears  thercim  t^Mt  fxXi »ir#FT#(  tv  nXiir  is  a  fcholion. 
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Rom.  viiL  a8.  UxHot  vv^tpyu  nc  ayoiBop,  The  cotn''^ 
mon  tranflation  is  omnia  operantur  ad  bonum,  but  the 
words  admit  of  a  different  tranflation,  which  is  given  by 
the  Svriac  tranflator,  who  has  rendered  them  *  God  con- 
duQs  all  things  to  the  beft  end.*  And  the  Codex  Alex* 
andrinus  inflead  of  ^vvipyet  ui  ayx^$yy  has  o'UHpyei  o  ^to^ 
iif  ayoL^Qif^  but  as  this  is  the  only  manufcript  in  which 
that  reading  is  found,  it  proceeds  undoubtedly  from  the 
explanation  of  a  fchoiiaft,  \vho  preferred  the  conftruQion 
of  the  Syriac  tranflator,  and  noted  it  in  the  margin. 

Rom.  X.  1.  the  common  reading  \s  vrn^  th  Id-pan^,  but 
that  of  the  moft  antient  verfions,  and  of  our  oldeft  ma« 
nafcripts,  as  well  as  the  manufcript  quoted  by  Origen,  is 
vwtp  avluy.  Ouf  prefent  rcadilig  therefore  is  falfe,  and 
tnuft  have  proceeded  frcfm  a  marginal  note. 

1  Cor.  xvi.  2.  after  iuiSul^y  is  added  in  one  of  the 
manufcripts  ufed  by  fieza*  m^  xupiaxtiv.  Here  the  fufpi- 
^ion  that  the  words  inferted  arofe  from  a  marginal  note 
is  confirmed  by  matter  of  faft,  for  Wetftein's  Codex  46, 
the  fame  with  the  Codex  Petavianus  3^  has  r%»  xiyiaxn^  in 
the  margin. 

2  Cor.  viii.  4.  it^a<r!^eii^fAa^  is  dearly  a  fcholion  that  has 
crept  into  the  beft  of  our  editions ;  and  the  fenfe  of  the 
paflagc  is  as  intelligible  without  it,  if  the  fourth  and  fifth 
verfes  be  only  properly  conncQed,  and'p^ft^ip  referred  to 
iivxoty  '.  The  authorities  which  Wetftein  has  quoted  in 
favour  of  its  omiffion  are  very  important,  and  even  fo 
late  as  the  beginning  of  the  twelfth  century  it  had  found 
no  admiffion  into  the  text ;  for  Theophylaft  endeavours 
loexplain  the  paffageby  means  of  an  ellipfis,"  faying  >fi- 

irii  TO,  vatpiK»X}»  tfJt'Oi;  ayAitj^»<r^Xi  td»  iiOLHoviotv  rx^fi¥^  no 

manufcripts  therefore  were  known  to  him  which  had  ayx 
is^av^Aiy  or,  according  to  the  prefent  reading,  it^xtr^x 
The  paffage  being  coniidered  as  elliptical,  it  was  natural 
to  note  the  ellipfis  in  the  margin,  which  later  copyifts 
have  intruded  into  the  text.  Bengel  relates  that  it  was 
found  in  two  manufctipts  by  Beza,  but  of  thcfe  we  have 

no 

^  In  his  note  to  this  paflage,  lie  fays^  In  uno  v'etufto  codlce  additum  legl 
Tnf  xv^iaxr,v,  ad  hoc  vidrllcef  explicandum.  - 


."» 
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no  knowledge,  and  with  refpeft  to  the  others  which  h^ 
has  quoted,  they  are  not  only  manufcripts  devoid  of  au- 
thority, but  Bengel  is  himfelf  uncertain  whether  they 
contain  it.  The  Ruffian  tranflation  exprefles  fumere 
vobis,  but  we  cannot  therefore  conclude  the  old  Sclavo- 
nian  tranflator  found  them  in  his  Greek  original,  for  like 
Theophylaft,  he  has  probably  followed  the  example  of 
Chryfoftom  in  fupplying  an  ellipfis",  at  a  time  when  it 
made  no  part  of  the  Greek  text^  Yet  this  fpurious  and 
modern  fcholion  is  permitted  to  have  a  place  in  our  com* 
mon  editions. 

1  Pet.  ii.  13.  i7a(rti  fti/9pu7i»ii  xTio-ci,  which  is  tranflated 

*  to  every  ordinance  of  man,'  has  been  taken  by  feveriil 
and  by  the  Syriac  tranQ^ftor  in  particular,  in  the  fenfe  of 

*  the  whole  human  creation,'  or  *  every  human  being.* 
The  reading  therefore  zir«<r*i  ak6p«irikij^u«i,  which  is  found 
only  in  the  Codex  Covell.  2.  is  the  fcholion  of  an  antient 
commentator  who  took  it  in  the  latter  fenfe. 

For  xP^^f^^9  ^  J^^"  ^^'  ^7-  ^^^  Codex  Covell.  2.  with 
the  Coptic  and  ^Ethiopic  verfions,  have  wivfAOL^  which  wd 
have  the  more  reafon  to  believe  to  be  the  refult  of  a  fcho- 
lion, as  Wet-ftein  found  in  two  other  manufcripts  xP'^f** 
TO  wi/fu/Aa,  written  in  the  margin. 

1  John  iv.  3.  the  common  reading  is  0  /sAti  opoXoyc*,  for 
which  there  is  a  different  reading  of  great  importance 
0  XvH  :  moft  critics  agree  in  fuppofing  one  of  them  to  be 
a  fcholion,  but  they  are  not  unanimous  in  their  choice. 
Now  the  words  0  Aut»  rov  homy  X^^roy  admit  of  two  fenfes, 
1.  *  He  who  divides  Jefus  Chrift  in  the  fame  manner  a^ 
Cerinthus,  who  made  a  diftinQion  between  Jefus  and 
"Chrift,  faying  that  he  was  an  ^on  of  the  firft  order  that 
'Was  united  with  the  man  Jefus  at  the  time  of  his  baptifm, 
and  feparated  from  hiri^ before  his  crucifixion.*  This  fenfe 
is  admirably  adapted  to  the  defign  of  the  Apoftle.  2.  *  He 
who  denies  Jefus  Chrift.'  An  antient  commentator j  who 
took  it  in  the  latter  fenfe,  might  naturally  write  in  the 
margin  [j^f^  ofAoXoyu^  as  fynonymous  to  Xun,  which  e:}tpla- 
nation  has  been  adopted  in  the  text.  On  the  other 
hand)  if  fin  o/btoXeycs  be  the  antient  reading,  Xvu  is  a  very 

T  extra- 

f  Vide  Chryftoiiii  Opera,  Torn*  X»  p.  555, 
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extraordihary  fcholium,  as  it  is  more  obfcure  than  the 
word  to  be  explained  ". 

In  the  fame  manner  two  di(lin£t  readings  have  been 
fomecimes  joined  together  by  miftake,  as  if  they  made 
only  a  fingle  reading.  For  inftance,  a  tranfcriber  finds 
in  his  original  two  fynonymous  expreflions,  one  in  the 
text,  the  other  in  the  margin,  and  Qyippofing  that  they  be-  - 
long  to  each  other,  copies  both  i  or,  he  has  two  manu- 
fcripts  with  different  readings,  and  not  b^ing  able  to  de- 
termine which  is  the  bed,  copies  them  both)  that  neither 
may  be  loft.  Not  only  fynonymous,  but  other  readings 
have  been  compounded  in  this  manner,  oPwhich  we  find 
an  example,  Rom.  xiii.  5.  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
feftion,  namely, 

2.  3io  viroTAO'O'cad'c 

3.  5iQ  av»y}Lif  viroTftO'a'fo'^s,  which  is  a  compofition  of 
the  two  firft.     The  two  principal  readings.  Rev*  iv.  3. 

are  o^moL  o^attri^  (TfAeifotytiyta  *'  and  of^oiog  ogA<rn  v^kek^»ySiy(aj 
from  which  a  third  has  been  compounded  o/Aoiog  'o^xtn^ 
fffAafxyinKa  in  the  Wolfenbiittel  manufcript"*  collated  by 
Knittel.     The  fame  manufcript,  Rev.  xix.20.  has  o/ai7« 
T»T»,  which  arofe  from  confounding  o/^iT*  auT»,  a  various 
reading,  and /AiTflt  tuts,  the  common  reading'*.     Rev. 
XX.  14.  is  8T0(  mv  0  iiuTifoi  ^ayATOfj  to  which  in  fome 
manufcripts  the  following  words  are  added,  n  At/AVfirsirupoc, 
but  the  Wolfenbiittel  manufcript   has  stoc  o  fiunpoi  env 
Ai/xvn  TH  zjv^og.     The  fame  manufcript,  Rev.  xxii.  5.  has 
tf  Xpiiay  ^u;^v«,  which    is  taken  partly  from  the  reading 
preferred  by  Bengel  »  XP"*  ^^X^^^  partly  from  the  com- 
mon reading  x^n»u  ax   tx^<ri  Xv;^»«.     This  manufcript, 
Rev.  xiv.  14.   has  xa^fijiAfvok  ofAoiog^  which  is  again  taken 
from  the  various  reading  xaGfi/Afvov  o/AOio»^  and  the  com- 
mon reading  xorOti/tAivo;  ojMOief.  The  Codex  Alexandrinus^ 
Dan.  xi.  45.   has  lu^  |mc/)«(,  opsr,  one  of  which  words  wa$ 
probably  at  firft  only  a  marginal  note  '. 

Compofitions  of  this    nature    have  fometimes  given 

birth 

z  Another  example,  taken  fron\  Luke  xvi.  8.  may  1^  Cfca  in  Knktel*s  Mew 
Ci  itidfras  on  1  John  r.  7,  p.  376  "^^ 
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birth  to  readings,  which  though  falfe  are  intelligible,  and 
not  unfuitable  to  the  paffage  in  which  they  are  found; 
at  other  times  they  have  produced  expreffions,  which  are 
abfurd,  and  manifeft  errors.  Yet  a  careful  feleftion  of 
thefe  latter  readings  might  be  attended  with  advantage, 
partly  becaufeit  would  enable  us  to  account  for  errors  in 
other  paflages^  where  they  are  lefs  confpicuous,  partly 
becaufe  a  valuable  reading  lies  fometimes  concealed  in 
ihefe  abortive  expreffions  \ 

Knittel  in  his  Commentary  on  a  Fragment  of  Ulphi- 
las  '^5  §  137.  goes  a  ftep  farther,  and  fuppofes  that  letters 
written  in  the  margin  of  a  manufcript,  to  denote  num- 
bers, might  occafion  various  readings.  The  Codex 'Can- 
tabrigienGs  has  zjyiVfMoc  d'cs  xaraQxtvoyfa^  inftead  of  Tsnt\)fA» 
3-«  Haraionyoifj  Mattli.  iii.  16.  for  which  he  accounts  by 
fuppofing  that  KATABAINON  flood  at  the  end  of  the  line 
in  the  antient  manufcript  from  which  the  Codex  Canta- 
brigienfis  was  copied,  that  in  the  margin  not  far  fram 
thelaft  letter  N,  the  letter  A  flood  to  denote  a  number 
in  reference  to  the  Harmony  of  Eufebius,  and  that  the 
tranfcriber,  miftaking  it  for  part  of  the  adjoining  word, 
fupplied  T  in  order  to  make  it  complete.  The  opinion 
of  Knittel  is  worthy  of  notice,,  becaufe  the  principle  is 
new,  and  may  hereafter  be  applied  with  fuccefs  in  the 
invefligation  of  various  readings;  but  in  regard  to  the 
prefent  inftance  Wetflein's  niethod  of  accounting  for  it 
feems  to  be  the  mofl  probable  *^ 

Falfe  readings  are  frequently  ocpafionedin  manufcripts, 
as  well  as  in  printed  books,  by  correfting  an  error  in  the 

wrong 

k  See  Wetftetn^s  remarks  on  ^ct«  roLvstrotf  the  reading  of  the  Codex  San> 
gerraanenfis,  \  Cor.  xv,  5.  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the  fecond  part  of  his 
Greek  Tcftament,p.  7.  and  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol,  XVII.  p.  148.  where  two 
iunilar  errow  are  produced  from  the  Borgian  Fragment,  namely,  nai  vi  uwetyuy 
John  viii.  14.  which  is  formed  from  the  two  readings,  xen  ws  vwetyuf 
and  9}  C9«  vwayt/,  and  v.  16.  aTOC  tyu  aXti^tfin  xft»  0  ifftfjw^ai  /At  vrarri^, 
where  the  infertion  of  aX^^^pyi  arofe  from  this  circumftance,  that  in  the 
ciaufe  immediately  preceding  forae  of  the  MSS.  have  aXu^nnn  for  «Xij9ii«, 
and  tlie  intended  trorrcction  was  in  this  MS,  inferted  in  a  wrong  place. 

T  2 
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wrong  place  K  Benget,  in  his  apparatus  criticus,  p.  38^. 
(or  15,  16  of  the  fecond  edition)  has  mentioned  feveral 
inftances,  one  of  which  is  taken  from  the  Augfourg  ma- 
nufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  No.  1.  The  writer  of  this  ma- 
nufcript  has  written  ru  for  roi,  Luke  xiv.  lo.  an  error 
which  either  the  copyift,  or  fooie  other  pcrfon,  feems  to 
have  been  willing  to  corre^  but  has  unfortunately  cor- 
redecl  in  the  wrong  place ;  for  inftead  of  changing  into 
01  the  lad  letter  of  the  word  to  be  correQed,  he  has  al-  . 
tered  the  word  a^riKaXicnvi  in  the  twelfth  verfe  into  avr^^ 
xaXtruvei.  The  example  mentioned  by  Knittel,  p.  274. 
of  his  commentary  on  Ulphilas,  isftill  more  confpicuous. 
The  writer  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  raanufcript,  inftead  of 
fo|3o(,  Luke  i.  12.  had  written  |3opof,  this  error  it  was  the 
intention  of  fome  one  to  corre3,  but  inftead  of  altering 
the  iirft  p,  he  has  changed  the  fecond  |3  into  f ,  and 
made  jSp^oc.  Thefe  are  manifeft  orthographical  errors, 
but  if  a  falfe correction  gives  birth  to  an  intelligible  word, 
it  is  ranked  among  the  various  readings.  Examples  of 
this  kind  may  befeen  in  my  Curaein  Aftus  Apoftolorum 
Syriacos,  j  viii.  p.  86,  87.  96.  in  the  remarks  on  A8s 
iii.  to.  vii.  29,  30.  where  it  is  uncertain  whether  the 
miftake  is  to  be  afcribed  to  the  Syriac  verfion,  or  to  the 
Greek  manufcript,  from  which  that  verfion  was  taken. 
In  the  fame  manner  oti^,  which  is  found  Mark  xii.  29.  is 
omitted  in  that  verfe  by  the  Syriac  tranflator,  and  falfely 
inferted  in  the  following  *\ 

Interpolations  of  a  greater  length  are  occafioned  fome- 
times  in  the  following  manner.  The  owner  of  a  manu- 
&ript  makes  a  note  in  the  margin,  either  explanatory  of 
fome  narration  in  the  text,  or  containing  an  account  of 
fome  event  that  was  handed  down  by  tradicibn^  which 
manufcript  being  afterwards  tranfcribed,  the  copyift 
writes  text  and  note»  without  diftinftion  in  the  body  of 

^  his 

^  To  ilhifbtite  this  hf  9Q1  inflance,  let  us  fuppofe  that  i  <ompo(itor  infltad 
of  ^gypti  had  fct  ^gipti,  and  being  informed  that  i  inuft  be  altered  to  jr, 
makes  the  alteration  in  the  wrong  place,  and  converts  the  word  into  iSgtpty^, 
An  example  of  this  kind  in  an  Hebrew  manufcript  may  be  fccn  in  the  Orient* 
Bibl.  VoL  I.  p.  240  «9. 
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his  work*  I  am  perfuaded  that  John  v.  4.  a  very  fuTpi* 
cious  paflage,  and  omitted  in  a  very  great  number  o^ 
manufcripts,  has  been  intruded  in  this  manner  into  our 
prefent  text,  and  that  this  fcholion  was  written  originaUy 
not  in  Greek,  but  in  Tome  Oriental  language \ 

The  mod  evident  and  mod  important  example  of 
this  kind)  is  the  long  but  beautiful  paflage  found  in 
Tome  of  the  manufcripts  quoted  by  Wetftein  immedi- 
ately after  the  iwenty^cighth  verfe  of  the  twentieth  chap* 
ter  of  St.  Matthew.  It  deferves  to  be  examined  parcicu-- 
larly  in  an  Introdu£iion  to  the  New  Teftament,  as  it  is 
in  general  neglefted  by  the  commentators,  and  lies  not 
within  the  province  of  a  colleftor  of  various  readings  **. 
In  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis  the  paflage  is  as  follows, 
vfAiif  tg  ^liliHiiK  lAUKfH^  Av^n^m^f  K«i  tK  /B*fi^Q»p(  tX»rlo¥  fivau 
Eivif^oiAiv^i  h  xoti  vmfstKXftiivlii  hurynffat  [An  avftxXfiviO'd'ai " 

0'fX9«»  0  Jf twoxXnletf^  *  fiVD  0-01,  fl»  xoltf  X"f '*'  ^'^  xal«ir;^u»- 
Ovio^..  £«(»  ^f  ayokirvrn^  f i(  T0v  firloya  totov,  x«i  iviX^n  wa  %r\^y  % 
ffii  0-01  0  J'fiff-yoxXtiltff   (FMyobyi  ^  uq  t»  av»,  koh  if eti  &01  thIq 

XfiKTifAOK  This  paflage  was  certainly  not  written  by  St, 
Matthew,  for,  not  to  mention  the  impoffibility  that  fo 
long  a  paragraph  could  be  omitted  by  almoft  all  the 
tranfcribers,  the  (lyle  is  eflentially  different  from  that  of 
|he  Evangelift,  or  any  other  writer  of  the  New  Tefta- 

ment. 

^  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  III.  p.  16 — ^0.  where  1  fully  accede  to  thf 
opinion  of  Or.  Sempler,  who  contends  that  this  paflage  is  fpurtous^'. 

'An  evident  miflake  for  fAiK^a,  occafioned  by  the  Itacifm. 

"^  It  is  probable  that  this  is  an  error  arifing  from  the  fame  caufc,  and 
that  it  ought  to  be  atacKXunffBu  But  the  word,  as  it  (lands  at  prefent, 
is  ftill  intelligible,  as  the  Greeks  frequently  ufed  the  Infinitive  to  ezprefs 
a  moral  command.  See  Democratis  fententia  aurca  7.  et  39.  and  ^om. 
xii.  15  *J. 

«  *  This  word,  though  unufual,  and  wanting  hi  fome  of  the  oldeft  Greek 
Xexioons,  is  perfectly  good  Greek,  and  is  quoted  by  Athene  us  from 
Artemidorus. 

*  A  manifeft  erratum  for  vtrluv* 

*  CoUige;  feu  contiahe  membra  tua. 
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menu     The  expreffions  ex  f«n^«»o(  fXaTloi^  ii¥ai^i]^i^9  to- 
iro(,  nalm  yj»fu^€V¥OLyi  ttf  ret  okPtA^  and  the  pure  though  un- 
ufual  word  jfiirvoxAiiI«p,  are  no  where  ufed  in  the  New 
Teftament.     It  cannot  have  been  inferted  from  the  four- 
teenth chapter  of  St.  Luke,  for  the  expreffions  which  he 
has  ufed  are  totally  different,  nor  has  the  context  of  the 
two  Gofpels  in  this  place  the  leaft  fimilarity.  But  as  the 
parable  of  the  higheft  and  loweft  feats  at  table  was  aU 
moft  proverbial  among  the  Jews,  it  is  probable  that 
Chrift  had  introduced  it  on  more  occafions,  than  that 
which  is  recorded  by  St.  Luke.     Some  one  of  thefe  ex- 
amples, preferved  by  oral  tradition,  might  have  been 
written  in  the  margin  of  a  manufcript  in  the  early  ages  of 
Chriftianity,  and  afterwards  inferted  in  the  text  of  the 
few  remaining  copies  that  contain  it.    The  circumftance 
of  its  fiyle  being  different  from  that  of  the  New  Tefla-* 
ment,  and  its  being  chiefly  admitted  into  the  Latin  ver- 
fioQs,  make  it  probable  that  the  author  of  this  interpo- 
lated pafTage.was  a  native  or  inhabitant  of  the  Wefl. 
.    It  has  been  generally  fuppofed  that  the  paragraph  was 
firft  inferted  in  the  Latin  verfions,  and  afterwards  tran- 
fiated  into  Greek.     To  this  opinion  I  fubfcribed  in  the 
two  firft  editions  of  this  Introdudion,  but  at  prefent  I 
am  perfuaded  that  it  was  written  originally  in  Greek. 
Were  the  Latin  the  original,  we  Ihould  hardly  find  two 
different  Latin  texts,  and  the  pafTage,  a&  it  ftands  in  the 
Latin  verfion  of  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  is  fo  diffimi- 
lar  to  that  which  is  found  in  other  manufcripts*^,  that 
they  are  clearly  diftin6i  tranflationsof  a  Greek  original •^ 
I  will  place  them  in*two  columns,  oppofite  to  each  other, 
that  the  reader  may  more  ealily  determine. 


Codex 
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Codex  Cantab. 

,  Vos  autem  quaeritis  de 
minimo  crefccre,  et  de  mag- 
no  minui,  Introeuntes  au- 
tem et  rpgati  coenare,  ne 
difcybueritis  in  eminent!- 
bus  locis;  ne  forte  dignior 
te  fuperveniat,  et  accedens 
CGcnae  invitator  jdicat  tibi^ 
adhuc  deorfum  accede,  et 
confundaris»  Si  autem  dif- 
cubueris  in  minimum  lo- 
cum,  et  fuperveniat  minor 
te,dicittibi  invitator  coenac, 
collige  adhuc  fuperius  et 
erit  tibi  hoc  utile. 


Codd.  alii  MSS. 


Vos  autem  quaeritis  de 
pufillo  crefcere  et  de  majors 
minores  effe.  Intrantes  au- 
tem etrogati  ad  ccenam  no- 
lite  difcumbere  in  locis  emi-^ 
nentibus,  ne  forte  clarior  te 
fuperveniat, et  accedens  qui 
ad  coenam  vocavit  te  dicat 
tibi,  adhuc  deorfum  accede^ 
etconfundaris.  Si  autem  in 
loco  inferiore  difcubueris, 
et  fuperveniat  humilior  te, 
dicet  tibi  qui  te  ad  coenam 
vocavit  accede  adhuc  fur* 
fum,  et  erit  libihoc  utilius. 

The  bare  perufal  is  liifiicient  to  (hew  that  thefe  are 
two  different  tranflalions  of  a  Greek  original.  The  lite- 
ral, anxious,  and  yet  different  manner  in  which  itnrvoxXt' 
ruf  is  rendered,  theufeof  ccens  invitator,  a  phrafe  which 
no  Latin  author  would  have  chofen  in  writing  his  own 
thoughts,  and  the  raiftake  of  quaeritis  for  quaerite,  from 
the  fuppofition  that  ^ulctls  was  the  indicative,  by  which 
the  fenfe  is  rendered  obfcure,  are  circuraftances  which 
tend  to  confirm  the  truth  of  this  opinion. 


SECT.      X. 

Third  Caufe.    Errors  or  imperfeSions  in  the  antieni  manu- 
Jcript^from  which  a  tranfcriber  copied. 

IN  the  two  preceding  feftions  the  miftakes  have  been 
examined,  which  are  to  be  afcribed  to  the  copyifts 
alone ;  but  there  are  cafes  in  which  the  antient  manu- 
fcript  itfelf,  from  which  a  tranfcriber  copied,  might  lead 
him  into  error.     Befide  the  miftakes  arifing  from  the 
'ftrokes  of  certain  letters  being  faded  or  erafed,  others  of 

T  4  a  con- 
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a  contrary  nature  may  arife  from  the  tranrparency  of  the 
paper  or  vellum,  whence  the  ftroke  of  a  letter  on  one  fide 
of  the  leaf  may  feem  to  be  a  part-of  a  letter  on  the  other 
fide  of  the  leaf,  and  in  this  manner  O  may  be  taken  for  0. 
According  to  Wetftein,  this  very  accident  happened  to 
Mill,  in  examining  the  celebrated  pafiage,  1  Tim.  iii.  x6» 
in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus.  Mill  had  aflerted,  in  regard 
to  the  OC  in  this  manufcript,  that  fome  remains  of  a 
ftroke  were  ftill  vifible  in  the  middle  of  the  omicron, 
and  concluded  therefore  that  the  word  was  properly  0C. 
But  Wetftein,  who  examined  this  manufcript  more  ac- 
curately, could  difcover  no  trace  of  any  ftroke  in  the 
omicron,  but  took  notice  of  a  circumfiance  which  he 
fuppofes  led  Mill  into  error.  On  the  other  fide  of  the 
leaf,  directly  oppofite  to  O  is  the  letter  €,  in  the  word 
6TC6BeiA,  the  middle  ftroke  of  which  is  vifible  on  the 
former  fide,  and  occupies  the  hollow  of  O.  Wetftein 
having  made  the  difcovery,  called  feveral  perfons  to  wit- 
nefs,  who  confirmed  the  truth  of  it\  Velthufen,  on  the 
other  hand,  who  again  infpefled  the  pafiage,  has  made 
feveral  objeSions  toWetftein's  account  in  hisObferva- 
tions  on  Various  Subjects,  p.  84,  85.  which  the  reader 
may  confult  and  examine  \  I  muftconfefs  that  fome  of 
Velthufen's  arguments  I  (Jo  not  fully  comprehend,  or  if 
I  rightly  underftapd  them,  they  are  not  in  favour  of  the 
author. 

Miftakes  of  a  fimilar  nature  may  arife  from  the  an- 
tient  pra6tice  of  ftamping  or  burning  into  the  vellum 
certain  letters  with  types  cut  for  that  purpofe ;  the  im* 
preflion  produced  a  prominence  on  the  other  fide  of  the 
leaf,  which  in  later  times  may  be  taken  for  a  half-faded 
ftroke;  thi§  is  the  cafe  with. the  Codex  Argenteus,  and 
Junius,  in  decyphering  if,  was  frequently  led  into  error 
by  this  very  circumflance^  .     • 

The  obliteration  of  ftrokes,  and  the  tranfparency  of 
the  paper  or  vellun^,  feem  to  be  fuch  /ruitful  fources  of 

error, 

p  See  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p.  19— 2«.  Ihic'.s  Preface  to  his  UI- 
philai  Illuftratus,  or  the  Gottiiigen  Relationes  de  libris  noYis,  Fafc.  Ih 
p.  394.  III.  p.  57  »•  •' 
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error,  that  the  moderate  number  of  various  readings  in 
the  New  Teftament,  occafioned  by  an  exchange  of  6,  C, 
0,  O,  for  each  other,  is  really  a  matter  of  furprifc.    For 

though  the  line  drawn  over  0C  would  clearly  determine 
it  to  be  an-  abbreviation  of  Stoj,  even  were  the  middle 
ftroke  of  0  effaced,  yet  there  are  numberlefs  examples 
where  no  fuch  criterion  is  ufed  for  determining  the  true 
reading,  and  even  this  ftroke  may  be  obliterated  by  time. 
In  cafes,  where  the  error  was  of  fuch  a  nature  as  to  give 
birth  to  a  word  that  had  no  exiftence  in  the  Greek  lan- 
guage, a  tranfcriber,  who  underftood  what  he  wrote^ 
would  fupply  in  his  copy  the  deficiency  of  his  original; 
but  if  the  erroneous  reading  were  intelligible,  as  well  as 
the  genuine,^  it  might  be  extremely  difficult  to  decide. 
Woide,  Lefs  and  Griefbach  have  all  three  examined  the 
Codex  Ephrem  in  Paris,  to  determine  whether  the  read- 
ing of  I  Tim.  lii.  i6.  in  that  manufcript  be  of  or  3'wf,  and 
all  three  differed  in  their  accounts,  biit  Dr.  Lefs  in  parti- 
cular declared,  that  what  he  could  difcoverled  to  no  de- 
cifion*.     It  is  certainly«of  importance  in  pafTages  like 
thefe  to  decide  on  the  true  reading,  and  determine  whe- 
ther a  ftroke,  on  which  fo  much  depends,  exifted  origi- 
nally, or  not.    But  unfortunately  thefe  very  pafTages  are 
the  moft  expofed  to  the  danger  of  being  effaced,  as  they 
are  examined  not  only  by  men  of  real  learning,  who 
would  make  a  critical  ufe  of  their  difcoveries,  but  by 
thofe  who  have  no  other  objeft  than  to  gratify  curiofity; 
and  as  this  is  feldom  fatisfied  with  an  examination  of  the 
eye,  but  muft  likewife  apply  the  finger  to  the  doubtful 
letter,  it  is  no  wonder  that  what  is  vifible  in  one  period 
fhould  be  invifible  in  another.     The  alteration  which 
may  be  made  in  fifty  years  is  fo  great,  that  the  remnant 
of  0  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,   which  Wetftein  was 
unable  to  difcover,  might  hive  been  feeh  by  Mill,     The 
upper  part  of  the  figma  in  that  manufcript  has  been  fo 
worn  away,  that  in  another  century  we  shall  probably 
read  neither  0C  nor  OC,  but  fimply  O,  nor  has  even  this 

•  letter 

\  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  VII.  p.  158,  139.    Vol.  IX,  p,  145,  U4. 
Vol.  X.  p.  564. 
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letter  been  fpared^   though  it  takes  no  p^rt  in  this  dif- 
pute'. 

To  difcover  the  genuine  reading  of  a  manufcript, 
where  the  letters  are  faded,  the  beft'  method  is  to  have 
recourfe  to  fuch  as  related  to  it^  either  in  time,  place, 
or  charaQer,  and  if  poifible^  to  thofe  which  were  imme- 
diately copied  froth  it  while  the  letters  were  ftill  legible. 
Velthufen*  and  Griefbach^are  unanimous  in  regard  to 
the  propriety  of  this  ru-le,  but  in  their  application  of  it 
to  I  Tim.  iii.  i6.  they  have  drawn  direftly  oppofite  con- 
cluGons  :  and  as  the  manufcripts  are  fo  divided  in  this 
paflage,  it  is  more  equitable  to  declare  them  neutral^ 
and  qu^)te  them  neither  in  favour  of  oc  nor  ^iog. '  Thofe 
who  endeavour  to  fupply  what  time  has  deftroyed,  and 
venture  to  write  anew  the  remnant,  or  Teeming  remnant 
of  a  faded  ftroke,  are  guilty  of  an  a6l  that  deferves  the 
higheil  cenfure  :  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  has  fufFered 
in  this  manner  ^  "but  the  authors  of  thefe  amendments 
have  deprived  their  fucceflbrs  of  the  means  of  judging 
for  themfelves,  and  have  defeated  the  end  which  they 
intended  to  anfwer. 

It  was  formerly  the  pradice  of  the  Chriftians^to  write 
in  their  Le£lioharium,  or  book  of  leflbns,  certain  words 
at  the  beginning  of  each  leflbn.  If  the  leifon  was  taken 
from  the  Gofpels,  and  the  portion  felefied  to  be  read 
liad  reference  to  Jefus,  the  word  Iiifl-«c  was  generally  pre- 
fixed :  if  taken  from  the  epiftles,  the  word  a^M^oi^  and 
if  from  thofe  of  Timothy,  they  prefixed  texvo^  Ti/mo^ee. 
Now,  when  thefe  words  are  found  only  in  Leftionaria, 
they  are  evident  additions,  and  entitled  to  no  place 
among  the  various  readings.  But  from  thefe  colIeSions 
of  feleft  parts  they  have  crept  into  copies  of  the  whole 
New  Teftament,  and  many  of  our  various  readings  can 
be  afcribed  to  no  other  caufe.  Numerous  examples 
might  be  given,  in  which  o  Ino-s;,  after  %%%  uwiy^  feems 
totally  fuperfluous  \  but  that  which  is  mod  ftriking  is 

Luke 

r  See  Velthufen^s  Obfenrations  oa  Tariotis  fubjefts. 

*  In  his  Obfervations  on  yarious  fubje^ls. 

t  In  the  preface  to  the  fecond  Volume  of  hia  Greek  Teftament/ 

5 
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Luke  vii.  31.  where  the  words  mri  i%  0  Kufi©?,  which  are 
inferied  in  the  text  of  our  common  editions,  are  wanting 
in  almoft  all  the  manufcripts  of  the  New  Teftament*, 
but  are  contained  in.  the  Leftionaria ".  In  forming  an 
eftihiate  of  readings  of  this  kind,  we  may  apply  the  fol- 
lowing rules. 

1.  The  LeSionaria  arc  not  to  be  admitted  as  evi- 
dence, but  only  manufcripts  of  whole  books  of  the  New 
Teftament. 

2.  When  Itio-s?,  etftXfoij  or  other  fimilar  words,  are 
found  at  the  beginning  of  a  leflbn,  they  are  to  be  con- 
fidered  as  fufpicious,  and  fifty  manufcfipts  which  con- 
tain them,  have  no  weight  againft  the  fame  number 
which  omit  them. 

The  omifSon  of  a  paflage  in  an  antient  manufcript, 
which  the  writer  added  afterwards  in  the  margin,  might 
again  lead  a  copyift  into  error,  unlefs  it  was  particularly 
marked,  in  what  part  of  the  text  the  paflage  ought  to  be 
inferted.  Many  taanufcripts  are  ftill  extant,  in  which 
omiflions  are  in  this  manner  fupplied,  efpecially  in  thofe 
preferved  at  Mofcow,  which  Matthai  has  extrafted, 
and  accurately  defcribed.  In  the  twenty-third  chapter 
of  St.  Matthew  it  is  ftill  undecided,  whether  the  13th. 
or  14th.  verfc  ought  to  precede:  in  four  manufcripts  of 
good  authority,  which  are  quoted  by  Wetftein,  and  in 
fome  of  the  verfions,  the  14th.  verfe  is  entirely  omitted: 
in  fome  of  the  manufcripts  the  13th.  verfe  of  our  com- 
mon editions  precedes,  in  others  the  14th.  Thefp  diffe- 
rent phenomena  feem  to  be  explicable  only  on  the  fol- 
lowing hypothefis;  that  the  14th.  verfe  was  originally  a 
part  of  the  text ;  that  the  circumftance  of  its  beginning 
with  the  very  fame  words  as  the  13th.  gave  rife  to  its 
omiflion,  through  an  overfight  of  the  early  tranfcribers ; 
and  that  thofe  manufcripts,  in  which  we  find  the  verfe 
omitted,  were  taken  from  thefe  defedlive  copies :  again, 
that  in  fome  of  thefe  defeftive  copies  the  omiflion  was 
fupplied  in  the  margin,  which  fubfequent  fubfcribers, 
unable  to  determine  its  proper  place,  inferted,  fome  im- 
mediately 

0  See  Matthlii's  Note  to  this  paflage  7. 
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mediately  after  the  lath,  others  immediately  before  the 
15th,  verfe.  From  thefe  circumftances  important  con* 
clulions  might  be  made  refpe8ing  fome  of  the  antient 
editions  of  the  New  Teftament,  namely  the  Weftern,  the 
Alexandrine,  and  the  Grecian :  but  this  is  not  the  place 
for  fuch  an  inquiry*. 

An  autograph  itfelf  might  be  the  innocent  occafion 
of  an  error :  for  if  a  new  thought  occurred  to  an  Apoftle, 
after  the  period,  or  perhaps  page,  was  already  written, 
it  is  probable  that  his  amanuenfis,  inftead  of  writing  the 
whole  iheet  over  again,  would  note  it  in  the  margin. 
Now  if  a  tranfciiber  copied  from  fuch  an  autograph,  at 
the  time  that  tranfcripts  were  taken  from  the  fcattered 
books  of  the  New  Teftament,  in  order  to  colle6i  them 
into  a  volume,  and  inferted  the  marginal  claufe  in  a 
wrong  place,  the  error  mud  of  courfe  be  univerfal,  as 
this  coUedion  was  the  bafis  of  all  our  prefent  manu- 
fcrfpts.  There  is  a  paiTage  in  the  ninth  chapter  of  the 
epiftle  to  the  Romans  which  excites  a  very  ftrong  fuf-: 
picion  of  this  kind :  the  16th.  verfe,  as  it  (lands  in  all 
our  manufcripts,  is  very  improperly  placed  between  the 
15th*  and  17th.  It  is  generally  explained  as  having  re* 
ference  to  thehiftory  of  £fau,  related  in  the  27th  chap- 
ter of  GeneQs;-  and,  as  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  this 
was  the  dedgn  of  the  Apoftle,  its  proper  place  is  imme* 
diately  after  the  13th.  verfe.  Every  one  muft  be  con- 
vinced that  the  verfe  in  queftion  can  havt  no  relation  to 
Pharaoh,  who  was  certainly  neither  ^iKm  nor  'v^tym^  yet 
as  it  ftands  at  prefent,  it  is  fo  intimately  connected  with 
the  15th.  verfe  by  ou^%  «if,  and  with  the  17th.  by  Xiyi/ 
yag,  both  of  which  relate  to  Pharaoh,  that  without  the 
utmoft  violence  it  cannot  be  referred  to  any  other  per- 
fon.  But  the  whole  paflage,  which  at  prefent  is  contra- 
diftory  to  common  fenfe,  is  rendered  pcrfedtly  intelligi- 
ble by  placing  the  verfes  in  the  following  order,  13,  16, 
149  159  ^7-  What  then  can  be  more  natural  than  to 
fuppofe  that  St.  Paul  dif^ated  at  firft  only  the  13th.  14th. 
15th.  17th.  verfes,  that  the  thought  expreffed  in  the 
i6tb.  verfe  occurred  to  him  afterwards,  perhaps  on  a  re- 

vifal 
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vifal  of  the  epiftie,  and  that  this  claufe  was  added  in  the 
jnargin  in  the  following  manner  ? 


Tfa)  y»f  Mwif  Xiyfi  fXfDTtf  oy  o^y  iXtUj  xxy  oix1fi^ii(r« 

CK  aVTO  T8T0    f^liyClda  9'C,   OTfa)(    f»Jf I^CPjUtOll    fV  O'Ot    TUV 


«   ^  J^ 

O-      m  « 

2    4  « 

•    ^  cp 

Ik  «^ 

K  Ml 


There  is  another  remarkable  paffage  in  the  epiftle  to 
the  Romans,  which  deferves  to  be  examined  more  at 
length,  becaufe  the  variations  in  the  manufcripts  may 
polTibly  be  afcribed  to  a  caufe  which  feems  to  have  ope- 
rated in  this  place  alone.  If  I  am  not  mifraken  in  af- 
figning  the  reafon,  it  will  throw  fome  light  on  a  cele- 
brated text,  which  has  engaged  the  attention  of  the 
critics,  but  has  never  been  fully  refcucd  from  obfcuriiy^ 
It  appears,  from  a  great  majority  of  manufcripts  and 
other  authorities,  that  the  three  laft  verfes  of  Rom.  xvi. 
flood  originally  at  the  end  of  the  xivth.  chapter  ^  The 
queftion  is,  what  could  be  the  caufe  of  this  tranfpofition? 
but  inftead  of  anfwering  this  queftion,  we  may  propofe 
another:  Is  it  not  polfible  that  the  fame  concluding  be- 
nediction was  written  originally  at  the  end  of  both  chap- 
ters ?  It  was  the  common  pra£lice  of  the  Jews  to  clofe 
every  book,  or  important  portion  of  fqripture,  with  words 
of  comfort  and  exhortation ;  and  where  thefe  were  omit- 
ted by  the  author,  it  was  not  unufual,  at  the  end  of  a 
paragraph  defcriptive  of  the  divine  judgements,  to  repeat 
a  paflage,  from  the  fame  author,  relating  to  the  goodnefs 
and  mercies  of  the  Deity.  Of  this  cuftom  four  books  of 
the  Old  Teftament,  Ifaiah,  Malachi,  the  Lamentations, 
and  JEcclefiaftes,  contain  evident  examples  '°.  The  fame 
benediction  therefore,  which  had  been  already  written 
at  the  end  of  th^  xivth^  chapter,  might  have  been  re- 
peated at  the  clofe  of  the  epiftle,  either  by  command  of 

the 
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the  Apoftle,  or  according  to  the  pra8ice  of  the  Jews, 
by  the  amanuenfis  himfelF;  but  being  probably  con- 
fidered  as  an  addition  of  the  latter,  it  was  omitted  in 
mod  of  the  fubfequent  copies.  As  this  fubjefl  has  not 
been  exhaufted  by  the  critics  ",  I  will  fubjoin  a  table  of 
variations,  in  which  the  reader  may  fee  the  ftate  of  the 
cafe  at  a  fmgle  view.     This  paffage  is, 

I.  Placed  at  the  end  of  the  xivth.  chapter,  in  68  ma- 
nufcripts,  Mn  which  are  included  thofe  quoted  by  Wet- 
ftein  and  Matthai,  the  five  Vienna  manufcripts  collated 
by  Trefchow'',  and  in  two  others:  likewife  in  the  new 
Syriac  and  Sclavoni^n  verfions  '%  and  the  fathers  quoted 
by  Wetftein  and  Gf  iefbach.  Alfo  in  forae  of  the  inanu- 
fcripts  that  exifted  in  the  time  of  Origen ;  and  Marcion 
muft  have  found  it  in  this  place,  as  he  has  reje£ked  it, 
as  well  as  a  part  of  the  preceding  verfe,  viz.  jsr»v  h  o  sx 

Ilrf  Placed  at  the  end  of  the  xivth.  chapter,  in  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus,  where  it  is  twice  found,  and  in  the 
Codex  Baroccianus^  but  the  Codex  Lu.  quoted  by  Ben- 
gel,  is^  very  uncertain.  Griefbach  quotes  likewife  the 
Codices*',  Ephrem,  Cantabrigienfis,  Bafil.  2,  and  Re- 
gius 54.  Alfo  in  fome  of  the  manufcripts  in  the  time  of 
Origen,  a  circumftance  of  great  importance,  and  in  the 
following  antient  and  venerable  verfions. 

The  old  Syrjac,  with  the  Arabic  verfion  taken  from  it, 
publifhed  hf  Erpenius. 

The  Coptic. 

The  Armenian *^ 
-  The  Latin,  where  Sabatier  found  no  various  reading: 
but  it  is  omitted  in  the  Codex  Boernerianus*. 

The.  iEth'iopic,  which  is  of  lefs  value  than  the  pre- 
ceding. 

Now 

^  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XXIII.  p.  151,  152 '% 

•  Mr.  Stemler,  in  a  letter  dated  Sept.  12,  1782,  writes  as  follows,  '  The 
Latin  verfion  of  the  Codex  Boernerianus  is  interlined,  and  written  fatef  than 
the  Greek  text  *7,  but  in  pafTages  where  there  is  no  Greek  text,  there  is  no 
verfion.  Rom.  xvi.  24.  is  neither  at  th«  end  of  the  cpiftle,  nor  at  the  end  of 
th^  i4th  chapter,  but  in  the  latter  place,  after  »/xafr»a(  orii'>  is  a  vacant  fpace 
for  fix  lines  of  text  and  verfion/ 
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Now  the  old  Syriac,  the  Latin,  and  the  Coptic  ver- 
fions,  are  evidence  of  the  firft  rank,  and  it  is  unjuft  to 
condemn  a  reading  which  they  fupport.  The  mod  pro- 
bable conclufion  therefore  is,  that  the  paffage  which  had 
been  written  at  the  end  of  the  xivth.  chapter,  was  re- 
peated at  the  end  of  the  epiftle,  either  by  command  of 
the  Apoftle,  br  by  the  ?imanuenfis,  of  his  own  authority, 

III.  Omitted  at  the  end  of  the  xvith,  chapter,  in  the  ~ 
Claromontanus'*,  Augienfis,  and  Boernerianus,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  account  of  Fleifcher,  in  two  Paris  manu- 
fcripts  47  and  56,  which,  with  thofe  enumerated  No.  I. 
make  upwards  of  feventy  manufcripts,  befide  <he  ver- 
fions  and  quotations  of  the  fathers,  in  which  the  paffage 
is  omitted  at  the  end  of  the  xvith.  chapter. 

IV.  Placed  at  the  end  of  both  chapters,  in  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus'9  alone.  Now  as  it  appears  from  No.  I. 
that  the  paffage  at  the  end  of  the  xivth.  chapter  is  ge- 
nuine, and  from  No.  II.  that  it  mod  probably  had  a 
place  likewife  at  the  end  of  the  xvith.  we  might  con- 
clude that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  was  the  only  manu- 
fcript  exifting  that  was  a  genuine  copy  of  the  original, 
were  not  ine  probability  diminifhed  by  a  circumftance, 
that  has  given  birth  to  falfe  readings  on  other  occafions, 
and  poffjbly  in  the,  prefent  inftance,  namely,  that  the 
writer  of  this  manufcript  tranfcribed  from  two  or  more 
that  had  different  readings,  and  being  uncertain  which 
was  the  proper  place,  copied  both,  that  neither  might  be 
loft.       / 

V.  Omitted  in  both  places  by  Mardori  *%  according  / 
to  a  paffage  in  Origen,  quoted  by  Wetftein  in  his  re- 
marks on  Rom.  xiv.  23.  Alfo  in  feveral  manufcripts 
the^t  exifted  in  the  time  of  Jerom  *,  and  among  thofe 
which  are  now  extant,  in  the  Claromontanus*',  Augi- 
enfis, and  Boernerianus.  The  writers  of  thefe  three  ma- 
nufcripts 

X  Jerom,  in  his  note  to  Ephef.  iii.  5.  Tom.  iv.  p.  951.  ed.  Benedi^,  fays, 
qui  Yolunt  prophetaa  non  inteliexiite  qnod  dixerint,  et  quftfi  in  exftaii  locutos, 
cum  prttfenti  teftimonio  illud  quoque,  quod  ad  Romanes  in/ifemgue'Codicibut 
inTcnitury.  ad  confino^tioiiem  Aii  dogmatis  trahunt,  legentes,  '  ei  autem  qai 
potefi  vos  roborare,^  &c. 
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nufcripts  doubted  probably  its  authenticity,  becaufe  it 
was  found  in  different  copies  in  different  places,  but  in 
the  lad  oianufcript  a  vacant  fpace  of  fix  lines  is  left  at 
the  end  of  the  xivth  chapter  ^\ 


SECT.     XI. 

Fourth  Cauft.     Critical  conjeSfurej  or  intended  improvement 

of  the  original  text. 

IN  reading  the  works  of  an  author  of  known  literary 
reputation,  we  afcribe  grammatical  or  orthographical 
errors,  if  any  are  to  be  found,  rather  to  a  miftake  of  the 
printer,  than  to  a  want  of  knowledge  in  the  writer.  In 
the  fame  manner  the  tranfcriber  of  a  manufcript  attri- 
butes the  fauUs  of  his  orginal  to  the  error  of  a  former 
copyift,  and  alters  them,  as  he  fuppofes  they  were  written 
by  the  author.  But  if  he  carries  his  critical  conjeQures 
too  far,  he  falls  himfelf  into  the  error  which  he  intended 
to  avoid  :  this  may  be  done, 

I.  When  through  ignorance  of  the  principles  of  gram- 
mar he  takes  an  expreffion  10  he  faulty,  which  in  reality 
is  not,  as  was  the  cafe  with  Houbigant,  in  his  critical 
amendments  of  the  Old  Teftament.  This  has  fometimes 
happened  to  the  tranfcribers  of  the  New  Teftament,  for 
inftance  A6ts  xx.  3.  yv^afAH  has  been  altered  by  feveral 
into  yy»/uii?,  frop  the  fuppolition  that  is-oifitra;  was  the 
nominative,  which  fhould  be  referred  to  fyf»fTo.  A£ts 
xxvi.  2.  vytifjLfn  ifAuvToif  fAUKpegiov^  (AiXXay :  a  Codex  Coifli- 
nianus,  (Wetftein's  Codex  17.)  has  altered  ^eAA«v  into 
f*fXXo»rdt,  and  in  the  third  verfe  three  manuicripts  have 
iwtfafAivos  before  yvurtiv  o¥rot,  the  con{lru6lion  appearing 
imperfefl  becaufe  tin  o-s  had  immediately  preceded.  See 
likewife  the  various  readings  Macth.  xxii.  i6.  (Xiyovng) 
I  Cor.  X.  i6.  z  Cor,  yi.  4.  and  my  father*s  TraAatio 
Critica,  ^.  7.  b.  Sometimes  we  find  orthographical  cor- 
re3ion«,  or  a  word,  that  is  written  two  different  ways,  al- 
tered to  that  which  is  fuppofed  the  moft  accurate.     The 

a  brook 
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brook  and  valley  of  ^Kedron,  is  properly  o  Kte^jwy,  t»  Kf 
ffmo^^  and  is  fo  written  by  Jofephus :  but  it  was  tha 
foible  of  the  Greeks  to  derive  foreign  proper  names  from 
their  own  language,  and  hence  we  find  in  the  Scptuaginl 
the  valley  of  Kedron,  ftyled  the  valley  T«y  uti^m^  of  ce- 
dars. St.  John  ufes  it  in  the  fame  manner,  irfjav  tb 
;^ti/ub«^f8  ru¥  Kitgw,  but  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  the 
only  manufcript  in  which  an  alteration  is  made,  has  rk 
Ktifwf^  which  i^  likewife  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate  ^ 
Now  this  correction  is  exadly  the  fame,  as  if  we  altered 
Muflelmen  into  Muflemin,  which  is  the  plufal^  accord*- 
ing  to  the  language,  from  which  the  word  is  taken* 

2.  When  a  tranfcribcr  miftakes  the  fenfe  of  the  au- 
thor, and  fuppofes  that  he  has  difcovere^  a  grammatical 
error,  when  in  faft  he  himfelf  conftrues  falfely.  Every 
man,  verfed  in  literary  publications,  knows  that  this  very 
frequently  4iappens  to  compofitors,  and  half-learned  cor- 
reQors  of  the  prefs :  but  what  is  more  extraordinary, 
even  the  great  Bentley  has  expofed  himfelf  to  this  cen- 
fure,  and  in  his  corre£tion  of  GaU  iv.  25.  has  betrayed  a 
want  of  knowledge,  as  great  as  his  prefumpcion  *« 

3.  When  th»  grammatical  error  intended  to  be  cor- 
reQed  proceeded  a6luaTly  from  the  author  himfelf.  In 
this  cafe  no  critic  is  at  liberty  to  make  an  alteration, 
whofe  bufinefs  is  to  reftore  the  genuine  text,  as  it  pro- 
ceeded from  the  writer,  and  not  to  regard  it  as  the  ex- 
ercilTe  of  a  fchooUboy.  Corrections  of  this  kfod  have 
been  attempted  more  efpecially  in  the  book  of  Revela- 
tion^ for  which  I  refer  my  readers  to  Bengel's  Apparatus 
Criticus,  <§  5.  of  the  fe6tion  fundamenta  crifeoa  Apoca- 
lypticae «. 

Hence  we  may  deduce  the  following  critical  rules, 
I.  In  thofe  pafTages,  where  we  find  only  an  apparent 
grammatical  error,  the  feemingly  erroneous  reading  may 
be  generally  confidered  as  the  genuine,    and   the  other 
readings  as  corrections,  and  therefore  fpurious. 

2.  Real 

y  See  Wetftein^s  Note  to  John  xviii.  1. 

s  Remarks  on  Bentley^s  intended  edition  of  the  Gi-eek  Teftament  will  be 
given  in  a  fubfeqfu^n;  chapter. 

u 
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2.  Reah  grammaueal  errors,  in  the  works  of  a  correS 
and  claflical  writer^  are  juftly  afcribed  to  a  miftake  oC 
the  ^opyifty  and  the  fame  rentiaients  may  be  emertained 
of  an^ author  of  lefs  e«)inence^  when  among  feveral  copies 
one  or  two  only  have  the  falle  reading. 

3.  But  when  expreffions,  that  deviate  from  |be  ftritk* 
nefs  of  grammar,  are  found  m  the  writings  of  an  author, 
who  bad  not  the  advantage  of^  learned  educaiton^  and 
WastoiaHy  regardiefsof  the  accuracy  of  bis  ftyle,  not  i» 
fingle,  but  repeated  infiances^  and  retained  in  a  very 
great  number  of  manufcripts,  they  muft  be  attributed 
not  to  the  tranfcriber,  but  the  auAor. 

4.  When  one  grammatical  error  in  particular  is  fre- 
quently found  in  one  and  the  fame  wriling,  as  the  im- 
proper ufe  of  the  nominative  in  the  book  of  Revelation^ 
no  doubt  can  be  made  that  it  proceeded  from  ihe  agitbor 
faimfelf* 

Wetifteiny  in  hia  Animad vcrfipnes  ad  examen  variarum 
k&ionum  neqeflfaria?^  in>  the  f^^cond  volume  of  the  New 
Tcilament,  p.  B59*— 861,  has  made  fome  very  important 
obfervaiions  upon  this  ftibjeflr  it  remains  therefore  only 
to  obferve^  that  tbefe  correfiion$ar-e  oot  ailways  to  be  at- 
tributed  to  real  defign ;  (bra  tcan&riber^ wbp  copsd  not 
word  for  word^  but  fixed  in  bi^  memory  a  whale  paflTage 
before  he  wrote  it,  might  inadvertently  ufe  the  more 
uibal  conftruflion^  inflead  of  that  in  the  original.  This 
again  is  a  confirmattoiii  of  the  fir  ft  of  the  above  rules. 

The  amendments  of  tranfcril>er»  have  ikh  been  con- 
fined to  grammatical  miftakes,  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the 
word)  but  have  beeft  applied  to  cafes  where  the  con- 
ftruJ^ion  was  fuppo&d  to  deviate  from  Greci^n.  purity. 
Knittel,  in  bis  Crttieifms  on  the  book  of  Revelatioii,  p. 
3&  has  the  following  excellent  remark  *t  ^  The  viqious 
pradice  of  rendering  the  Grecian  text  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  more  Grecian  than  the  original,  is  very  antient. 
The  firft  attempt  was  madle  by  Tatian  %  who  corceded 
in  this  manner  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul;  to  whom,  if  l- 
am  not  miftaken,  we  may  add  Tryphillios,  an  Egyptian 

bi/bop^ 

•  Eoiebu  Hift.'  Ecclef.  Lib«  IV.  cof.  99^ 
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bifhop,  for  this  opinion  is  juftified  by  the  relation  of 
Sozomen  b.  As  fo  much  attention  has  been  lately  given 
to  the  Codices  Latinizante^,  I  am  aftonifiied  that  no  one 
has  attended  to  the  Codices  Graecizantes,  which  exill  a$ 
well  as  the  Latinizing  manufcripts,  and  vary  from  the. 
text  of  the  original.  Perhaps  feveral  paflages  in  the  Co-* 
dex  Guelferbitanus  H,  which  I  have  publifhed  with 
Ulphiias,  may  be  referred  to  this  clafs/  Examples  of 
this  kind  I  have  likewife  obferved,  but  having  negle£^4 
to  note  them,  caa  recoiled  at  prefent  only  two.  Luke  i.  64. 
^**»X,^  "^^  ^^t*^  ^^'^^  **^  ^  yAfiii<rr«  avvH  appeared  to  fomc 
of  the  critical  tranfcribers  to  be  inaccurate,  becaufe  the 
mouth  only,  and  not  the  tongue  is  opened  in  fpeakitig; 
we  Bnd  therefore  in  the  Complutum  edition,  and  a  Mof* 
cow  manufcript,  the  addition  of  iizf^pca^ti^  while  otherg 
wrote  lAuSn  0  ii^fA9t  rm  y\»ff^n€*  The  other  inftance  i$. 
Ads  viii.  45.  where  avliXcyoi^lK  is  omitted  in  feveral  of 
the  manufcripts  as  aa  i]l*founding  word',  aad  two 
manufcripts  have  even  fubftituted  fv»«Ii«^Mo&.  This  read-, 
ingbas  been  preferred  by  many  critics  of  real  learnings 
which  h  the  more  furpriling,  as  Weiftein  very  juftly  ob- 
&rveSy  that  in  a  book,  like  the  New  Teliameat,  which 
is  manifeflly  written  in  impure  Greek,  the  Hebraizing 
and  idiotical  reading  is  always  to  be  preferred  to  the.puic 
and  claffical  \ 

Some  of  the  copyifts  bav^  ventured  a  fiep  further,  and 
have  not  only  corr^ed  ungrammatical  or  inaccurateex^ 
pre£onS|  but  have  converted  inelegant  into  elegant 
pbrafes.  The  late  Gefner,  in  his  preface  to  ClaudLao^ 
has  made  the  following  obfervatioa.  ^  If  two  dif£»^nt 
readingf,  the.  one  elegant  the  other  inelegant,  be  found 
in  a  pail^ge  of  an  author  who  is  known  to  have  poflefled 
the  graces  of  compoli(,ioa,  in  Horace,  io  CUudian,  in 
Jab^  the  Pfalm^,  or  Ifaiab*  we  may  prefume  that  the 
elegant  i^  the  genuine  reading,  ^ut  if  found  in  auibors. 
who  have  entirely  negleded  the.  beauty  and.  propriety  q£ 
Umguage^  fuch  as  the  writers  of  the  New  Te^amcot,  we. 
may  rather^  with  a  very  few  exceptional  lay  down  the 

coDtrary 

*  Hift.  Ecclef.  Lib.  I.  cap.  ad. 
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contrary  as  a  rule,  and  prefer  the  Hebraizing  and  idio- 
tical  reading  to  that  which  is  refined  and  claSical.     But 
this  rule  admits  of  different  modifications,  when  applied 
to  different  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  nor  mutt  we 
draw  precifely  ihe  fame  inference  with  refpeft  to  a  read- 
ing in  the  Afls  of  the  Apoftles,  or  the  epiftle  to  the  He- 
brews, as  in  the  Gofpei  of  St.  Mark.     In  the  epiftles 
of  St.  Paul,  tTie  moft  exquifite  and  delicate  terms  are  not 
to  be  fufpefied  as  fpurious ;  and  in  the  book  of  Revela- 
tion the  moft  probable  reading  is  that  which  is  rudely 
fublime,  not  that  which  is  corredly  beautiful.     If  ex- 
amples are  required,  in  which  tranfcribers  have  attempted 
to  improve  and  beautify  the  text  of  the  New  Teftament, 
we  may  produce  the  following :  Matth.  v.  lo.  Hi  aulwn 
friv   n  fix(nXuoi  TU¥  npayw^  being  the  very  fame  words, 
which  had  been  ufed  in  the  third  verfe,  were  altered  in 
feveral  manufcripts,  fo  antient  as  the  time  of  Clement  of 
Alexandria,  into  oli  avloi  taovlai  rcAfift,  to  avoid  the  in-, 
elegance  of  a  repetition;  and,  as  a  further  improvement 
on  the  paflagCy  was  added  xai  fAaxafioh  oi  himyfxtvoi  tp£>c» 
i[As^  oil  f^so'i  TOTov  oiTH  ov  ^iM;(d'Y}0'o»7a<.     Another  inftance 
rs  [ohn  xvi.  6.  in  which  wtnXnfUKiv  was  in  a  very  early 
age  altered  into  vfir»^wxiv,  with  a  view  of  amending  the 
original. 

To  the  improvements  intended  to  be  made  by  cor- 
refling  what  appeared  inaccurate,  or  fupplyihg  wtiat 
feemed  to  be  deficient,  may  be  added  thofe  of  omitting 
what  wlis  deemed  fuperfluous ;  yet  omiflions  are  fome- 
titnes  occafioned  by  an  overfight  of  the  copyift,  or  by 
mifhtkinga  real  part  of  the  original,  for  a  fcholion  ob- 
truded on  the  text.  Mark  xii.  23.  the  words  olav  ava- 
I'tfai,  immediately  following  cv  tv  sv  av»fa<ru^  appear  to 
be  unneceffary ;  in  feven  manufcripts  quoted  by  Wet- 
flein  they  are  omitted,  and  fieza*$  opinion  was  ^  potefl 
expungi  nulla  fenfus  injuria.'  '  It  >s  true^  that  the  mean- 
ing of  the  pafTage  would  not  fuffer  if  they  were  omitted, 
yet  they  are  not  abfolutely  ufelefs,  becaufe  they  are  to 
be  referred  not  to  the.Refurreftion  of  the  Dead  in  gghe- 
ral,  but  to  that  of  the  feven  brethren  in  particular  :  but 

adniiiting 


CT,  XI.  Various  Readings  of  the  N.  T,  3C9* 

admitting  them  to  be  ufelefs,  they  are  not  therefore  to' 
be  deemed  fpurious  in  fuch  a  writer  as  St.  Mark.     In 
the  fame  Gofpel,  ch.  xiv.  ver.  51.  the  Syriac  verGon, 
the  Coptic,  the  Vulgate  *,   two   antient  manufcripts  of 
the  old  Italic,  namely  the  Vercellenfis  and  Brixienfis*, 
with  three  Greek   manufcripts  %  omit  01  i/cawo-jcoi,  and 
Mill  was  inclined  to  believe  it  a  fcholion*.     Now,  in  a' 
writer  of  tafte  and  elegance,  we  might  reafonably  fufpeft 
its  autlienticity,  becaufe  it  is  unneceflary,  and  x^artfo-iv 
«vlo>  is.not  only  intelligible,  but  more  harmonious  with-' 
out  it-,  whereas  the  effeft  produced  by  the  whole  fen-' 

tcnce  xoLi  m  tk  viaviiTKei  vhqXv^h  avTa»  "crff  iS(CAii/me»o(  €iyioya 

fTi  ^u^y8,  xai  Tt^otrTiviv  aurov  01  »fdsvicxoi  IS  difagreeable  to 
the  ear.  Were  this  pafTage  in  a  claflic  author,  we  (hould 
naturally  afcribe  its  inelegance  to  fome  miftake  of  a  tran- 
fcriber,  and  fuppofe  him  to  have  been  guilty  of  an  over- 
fight,  in  transferring  yiotyiVKoq  from  the  beginning  to  the 
end  of  the  fentence,  and  writing  it  in  the  plural.  Bat 
inftead  of  venturing  a  conjecture  to  refcue  the  language 
of  St.  Mark  from  the  charge  of  inelegance ;  it  is  agree- 
able to  truth  to  pronounce  the  leaft  elegant  of  the  two 
readings  to  be  the  genuine.  For  this  Evangelift  has 
never  avoided  the  u(e  of  an  expreflion  on  account  of  its 
barfhnefs  or  fuperfluity  :  of  the  two  readings  therefore^ 
that,  which  is  preferable  in  itfelf,  we  may  afcribe  to  the 
correQion  of  a  trapfcriber.  St.  Mark  was  fo  accuftomed 
to  ufe  the  word  tx&itaq  on  every  occafion,  that  it  is  found 
forty -one  times  in  the  Greek  Concordance  from  his  Gof- 
pel alone.  In  feveral  of  thefe  paflages  im^w^  is  omitted 
in  one  or  more  of  the  manufcripts,  but  on  the  other 
hand,  in  many  places  where  it  is  omitted  in  our  printed 
editions,  it  is  found  either  in  manufcripts  or  verfions. 
Now,  in  forming  a  judgement  of  the  true  reading,  the 
queftion  is,  whether  the  fuperfluous  iv^iw;  is  to  be  re- 
jefted  or  not  ?  This  queftion  we  may  fafely  anfwer  in 
the  negative,  for  were  it  an  addition  made  by  the  copyifts, 
it  would  hardly  be  confined  to  this  Gofpel  alone;  but  from 
a  writer  who  paid  no  attention  to  propriety  of  compofi- 
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tion  it  ttiay  Aaturally  beeKpeded;  it  is  iherefore  proba* 
hjkt^  not  oilly  that  the  one*and*forty  pafiages  are  genuine^ 
hut  tbat  iv^iitf;  Has  vritten  by  the  author  in  Itill  more 
ettaiD^ks,  and  one  of  my  pupiU  has  aQu&lly  coumed 
twelve  other  ihftances  among  the  various  readings. 

It  18  true  that  other  critics  are  of  a  different  opinion  ; 
Semler.  whofe  objeft  was  to  render  the  text  of  the  New 
Teftament  as  concife  and  energetic  as  poflfible,  has  never 
failed  to  adopt  the  ihorteft  reading,  though  fupporced 
only  by  the  authority  of  a  fingle  manufcript* :  and  Grief- 
bach,  in  the  preface  to  his  edition  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ifientf  has  laid  it  down  as  a  rule^  that  in  paflages  where 
there  are  difierent  readings,  ilie  (horteft  is  to  be  prefer- 
ted^  But  as  it  is  (he  buiinefs  of  a  critic  to  inquire,  not 
vbich  is  the  beft,  but  which  is  the  genuine  reading,  or 
that  which  proceeded  from  the  author  bimfelf,  the  ftyk 
and  character  of  the  author  mud  be  examined  before 
any  pofitiye  cooclufion  can  be  drawn.  I  admit  that  in 
the  works  of  Tacitus  the  concife  reading  is  probably  the 
genuine,  and  that  which  i$  dilated  into  weaknefs,  a.  ftho- 
lion  obtruded  on  the  teiKt :  but  in  the  copious  and  dif<^ 
ful^  Molhejm,  we  might  fufped  a  paffage  to  be  fpurious 
that  refembled  the  brevity  of  the  Roman  hiAorian.  In 
the  fame  manner  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  have 
their  peculiarities  of  ftyle,  to  which  Arid  attention  muft  be 
f>8td  in  deciding  on  the  authenticity  of  a  reading.  Writers 
t>f  unpoliflied  language  have  ufually  fome  favourite  fu^ 
J^erflu^ous  particle,  and  no  reafon  can  be  afcribed  why 
t^tvi  fliould  be  denied  to  St.  Mark.  The  (Irength  and 
elegance. of  claffic  didion  i<s  no  where  to  be  difcover^ 
tn  the  New  Teflatnent;  for  though  the  language  of  St« 
Paul  is  concife  and  forcible,  it  arOfe  ilierelv  from  the 
'waroiih  of  bis  cbarader,  and  ha$  no  refemblance  to  that 
iluditd  compofrtion^  which  is  careful  to  correct  and  erafe 
whatever  may  diminifh  the  beauty,  or  weakcii  the  energy 
of  tbe  periods. 

<  But  alterations  in  the  text  are  fometimes  to  be  afcribed 
to  the  ignorance,  rather  than  to  the  tafte  of  the  tranfcrib- 
ers,  in  fuppofing  ajo^  expreffion  to  be  faulty  which  in  reality 
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was  corred.  £»c  ln^vah^^i  Ads  iv.  5.  was  thought  to 
involve  a  contradiBior),  as  it  Teemed  abrur4  tQ  fay  (hat 
the  members  of  the  Sanhedrim  came  to  Jerufalem.  The 
Syriac  tranflator  has  omitted  the  reading,  and  in  ten  ma- 
nufcripts  quaked  by  WetAeia  it  is  changed  into  v^  !<(««• 
c«x«/*.  Mill  preferred  the  latter  reading,  becaufe  it  is 
the  mod  eafy^  but  Bengel,  who  had  fubfcribed  to  this 
opinion^  revoked  it  afterwards  in  his  Guomon,  and  Wet* 
ilein,  the  very  beft  judge  in  the  choice  of  a  readings 
gave  the  preference  to  tb^e  former '%  which  is  warrant^ 
h"}  a  great  majority  of  raanufcri[>ts.  Wetftein  was  un- 
doubtedly right,  for  if  St.  Luke  had  written  %}t  Itfu^etkn/A^ 
it  i&  inconceivable  that  tranfcribers  Ihould  alter  a  read«* 
ing,  whofe  (enfe  is  obvious,  into  one  that  is  obfcure ; 
but  though  obfcure  and  mifunderftood,  it  conveys  an 
adequate  meaning,  it  being  common  in  Jerufalem,  as  in 
other  capitals,  for  men  of  rank  and  fortune  to  fpend  a 
part  of  the  year  either  in  the  fuburbs,  or  at  a  fummer 
reddence  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  dty.  The  words 
of  Herod,  M?^tth,  xiv.  2..  uro^  friv  Iwityvnc  0  ^vrHmt^ 
have  the  appearance  of  contradifiing  Luke  ix.  9.  and  it 
was  manifelUv  with  a  view  of  retnoving  the  difficulty, 
that  in  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis  they  are  altered  to /*Y{r» 
»rci  cfiv  ItoatHug  0  f3«trririK.  The  reading  uva  y»f  my  «-»£v^ii 
ctyiov,  John  vii.  39.  is  fomewhat  harflb,  in  the  Codex 
Vacicatius  therefore  w€  fitid  i%iii^i¥o^  added,  and  in  the 
Codex  Cantabrigienfis  fir*  autok  or  ^u^tov^^^;  but  as  the 
two  manufcripts  difagree  in  their  additions,  it  is  a  proof 
,that  nieitber  is  genuine'*.  I  am  really  furprifed  that,  as 
the  three  firii  words  were  written  in  the  antlent  manu- 
fpript«  prnftrAPHN)  it  ha$  never  occurred  to  alter  it 
into .  Orn^arAPaAPHN,  and  I  (hould  be  difpofed  to 
make  ihA^  iiritical  conj^e^iire,  as  a  copyift  might  very 
eafiJy  be  guilty  of  the  ovefiight  of  omitting  IIAP  imme- 
diajk^Jy  afier  TAP,  if  ibe  fame  \\9lxQx  conftrSion  werCriiot 
to  be  founci  in  another  pafiage\  More  example^  of 
I  his  kind,  may  be  feen  iii  my  father  V  Tradatip  Critical 
J>  7.  b. 

.  .  Hence 
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Hence  we  may  juftly  draw  the  following  rule :  *  When- 
ever two  different  readings  occur,  one  of  which  feems 
difficult  and  obfcure,  but  may  be  explained  by  the  help 
of  antiquity,  and  a  more  accurate  knowledge  of  the 
language,  whereas  the  other  is  To  eafy  as  to  be  obvious 
to  the  meaneft  capacity,  the  latter  reading  is  to  be  fuf- 
pe3ed.  No  tranfcriber  would  defignedly  change  a  clear 
into  an  obfcure  reading,  nor  is  it  poffible  that  inadver- 
tency (hould  make  fo  happy  a  miitake  as  to  produce  a 
reading,  that  perplexes  indeed  the  ignorant,  but  is  under^ 
flood  and  approf^ed  by  the  learned.  l*his  rule  is  the 
touchftone  which  diftinguiflies  the  true  critics  from  the 
falfe.  Bengel  and  Wetftein,  critics  of%the  firft  rank^ 
have  admitted  its  authority,  but  thofe  of  inferior  order 
prefer  in  general  the  eafy  reading,  for  no  other  reafon 
than  becaufe  its  meaning  is  moft  obvious  '^ 

An  application  of  the  rule  to  particular  cafes  will 
render  it  more  intelligible,  and  I  will  fele6i  an  inftance 
in  which  even  Bengel  appears  not  to  have  felt  its  influ- 
ence,   though   Wetftein   with-  his   ufual    fagacity,    has 
adopted  the  genuine  reading,  not  without  perceiving 
the  difficulty,  which  he  was  unable  to  remove.     Rom. 
xvi.  5.     Epaenetus  is  called  c^:voL^yj^  tuc  hy%%0L^  ck  JCf **"•*'> 
•tut  fix  manufcripts  quoted  by  Wetftein  have  Atria?  in- 
ftead  of  A^aiftf,  and  the  Codex  Vindobonenfis  34.  has 
the  fame  as  a  correQion  ^'.     Grotius,  Mill,  Whitby,  and 
Bengel,  prefer -A eri«f,  but  Wetftein,  whofe  critical  j  udge- 
ment  we  have  no  reafon  to  fufpeft,  gave  the  preference 
to  A;^aia?,  which  is  the  common  reading  *\     Ifhofe  who 
are  in  favour  of  the  alteration,  ground  their  arguments 
on  the  apparent  contradiction  between  this  paifage  and 
1  Cor.  xvi.  15.  where  the  houfe  of  Stephanas  is  called 
<*/**? X^  T»i?  A;^«i«?,  and  Wetftein  himfelf  has  made  only 
a  weak  attempt  to  remove  it,  in  faying  potuit  Epasne- 
lus  domefticus  Stephani  Romae  fuiffc  quern  Paulus  mk 
oix«xv  Ere^aya  falutans  intelligit.     But  in  fa£t  the  com- 
'pientators  have  created  a  difficulty  where  no  difficulty 
exifts.     On  the  day  of  Pentecoft  three  thoufand  perfoqs 
^ere  converted  to  Chriftianity,  all  of  whom  might  be 
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ftyled  airA^yfi  hfotroXviAtotf  m  Xpifov^  and  in  the  fame 
manner  Afret^^,'^  td;  A^xiotg  is  to  be  confined  neither  to 
Epsenetus,  nor  to  the  houfe  of  Stephanas  in  particular, 
but  is  applicable  to  the  firft  Achaean  converts  in  gene* 
rai'^  From  thefe  premifes  it  follows,  that  A;^ai«f  is 
the  genuine  reading,  and  A<riaf  a  corre6lion,  and  there* 
fore  fpurious;  for  had  St.  Paul  written  Ao-iac,  no  reafon 
could  be  affigned  for  altering  it  into  A;^a(ia(,  whereas  the 
feeming  contradiBion  of  the  latter  reading  was  fuflicient 
to  induce  a  copyift  to  change  it  into  A^'ias  *'!  On  the 
very  fame  principles  we  may  determine  which  is  the 
genuine  reading,  and  which  is  correQion,  iivn^ta  or 
n-puTb),  A&s  xiii.  33*.  Ernefti,  in  his  Caftigationes 
Wetftenianae  editionis,  difapproves  the  prepofition  nara^ 
Afts  xvii.  25.  as  rendering  the  pafTage  obfcure,  but  the 
Arabic  tranflator  muft  have  fuppofed  it  to  be  intelli- 

gible,  having  rendered  it  ^Xa^  Jj^  ^^  in  omnibus  locis. 

Wetftein  therefore  was  not  to  be  cenfured  for  being 
guided  by  a  majority  of  the  manufcripts,  as  the  reading 
has  been  iince  confirmed  by  other  arguments  *^  But 
in  the  application  of  this  rule  we  mud  never  forget  the 
eifential  claufe,  ^'  if  the  difficult  reading  admits  a  fatis- 
fa8:ory  explanation."  as  perfpicuity  is  at  all  times  to  be 
preferred,  unlefs  folid  reafons  can  be  given  to  the  con- 
trary. 

The  various  readings  which  have  been  defcribed  in 
this  fe6lion,  are  in  reality  critical  conjectures  inferted  in 
the  text :  the  remarks  therefore  on  this  fubje3,  which  the 
reader  will  find  toward  the  clofe  of  the  next  volume^ 
where  a  flriking  example  will  be  given  of  a  critical  but 
falfe  conjecture  of  the  very  learned  Origen,  that  has  been 
intruded  into  all  our  editions,  may  be  referred  to  the  pre- 
fent  chapter*  In  fome  of  the  manufcripts,  which  are 
ftill  extant,  critical  conje£lures  are  found  in  the  margin, 
of  which  the  Codex  Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  24.  is  an 
inflance':  and  if  a  tranfcript  had  been  taken  from  this 

manu- 

•  Sec  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  219—222  ". 
f  Orient.  Bibl.  "  Vol.  VI.  p.  20,  21. 

I 


• !  4  Various  RtaHms  of  ibe  N.  T.        chap*  vi • 

tnanufcript,  that  M^bich  is  critical  error  would  have  been 
corrvcrted  into  a  various  reading.   ' 

Another  fource  of  various  readings,  which  occupies  a 
fmddle  rank  beiWeen  critical  conjeBure  and  wilful  cor«- 
ruption,  is  the  omiflion  of  a  word  that  feemed  to  be  of- 
fenfive,  or  to  derogate  from  the  dignity  of  feme  virtuous 
and  eminent  cbaraS^er.  This  fource  may  be  termed 
Jewifli,  for  the  Jews  themfcives  acknowledge  that  they 
had  purpofely  changed  Mofes  into  Manaifes,  Judges 
xviii.  ;jo.  with  a  view  of  refcuing  their  lawgiver  from  the 
imputation  of  having  grand-children  that  ofllered  to 
idols  **.  Tranfcribers  of  the  New  Teftamcnt  have  been 
fometimes  of  tlie  fame  opinion^  arid  no. doubt  can  be 
made  that  the  original  reading,  Matth.  xxvii*  169  17.  was 
IfiTsk  BotpftECav.  Origen,  whofe  words  I  (hall  prciently 
quote>  exprefsly  declares  it,. aud  Iito-vvas  found  in  the  Ar- 
menian, and  in  a  Syriac  tranflation  which  Adler  difco* 
vered  in  Rome*.  The  reading  is  probable  in  itfelf^  for 
Jefus  was  at  that  time  a  very  common  name  among  the 
Jews,  as  we  Icarti  from  Jofephus;  and  Barabbas  was  only 
anaddiiion  to  the  real  name,  fignifying  the  fon  of  Abba 
or  Rabba.  The  relation  of  St.  Matthew  feems  to  be  im*- 
perfefl  without  it,  and  every  irppartial  reader  will  prefer 
the  following  10  the  common  text,  '  Therefore  when  they 
^ere  gathered  together,  Pilate  faid  unto  them,  Whom 
will  ye  that  I  releafeunto  you,  Jefus  the  fon  of  Abba,  or 
Jefus  which  is  called  Chrift?'  It  is  true  that  the  v^or4 
fefijs  before  Barabbais  is  omitted  in  all  our  modem  ma* 
iiufcripts,  and  ftill  ttio^e  modern  editions;  but  Origen, 
by  the  very  argument  which  he  ufes  for  rejefting  it, 
proves  thdt  the  greateft  nutnber  of  manufcripts  in  the 
third  century  ftill  retained  it,  and  is  ablfe  to  affign  n6  criti- 
cal  re-afoh  for  its  omiflion.  He  fays  in  muliis  exemplaribus 
nbn  CO ntineter  quod  Barabbas  etiam  Jefus  tJicebatur,  et 
for  fitan  rcfte,  ut  tie  nomen  Jefu  cooveniatalicui  ihiquorum* 
In  tanta  enim  fcripttir&rum  tnultitudine  neminem  fcioius 
Jefutti  peccaiorem,  ficut  in  aliis  nominibus  juftoruni.-^ 
Non  autem  conveniebat  effe  tale  aliquid  in  nomine  Jefu; 
et  pqto,  quod  in  bj^reiibius  tale  ^liquid  fuperadditum  eft, 

<%c. 

%  Ont^t,  Bibl.  '3  Vol.  XIX.  ^  129, 130, 


SECT,  XI,         Varms  Readwgs  of  the  N.T^  315 

'  <Src.  This  is  an  admirable  argument  for  deciding  on  a 
man's  name ;  it  is  the  fame  as  if  a  culprit  were  arraigned 
in  a  court  of  juftice,  and  tfie  jud^e  ihould  anfwer  ^  ihac 
cannot  be  the  name  of  the  culprit,  for  I  know  many 
honeft  men  who  are  fo  called/  Another  inftance  of  the 
fame  pious  alteration  is  found  in  die  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles, 
ch.  xiii.  6.  where  the  name  of  the  impoftor  h^^\i^^% 
has  been  tortured  by  cammentalors,  tranfcribers  and 
tranflators)  all  poffible  ways.  Jerom  was  of  opinion  thai 
it  ought  to  be  written  fiarjehu,  and  hecrce  feveral  Latin 
manufcriptsjtquoted  by  £engel\  have  Barjehu  orfiarjeu. 
According  to  the  Syriac  'orthography  it  (houid  be  writ^ 
ten  Uqia»;o,  which   was  probably  the  antient  reading, 

and  in  Arabic  ty*iji\  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  altered  by  traufcrib- 
bers  in  two  difterent  methods.  In  the  prcfent  copies  of 
the  old  Syriac  we  find  \icsx^»  Barihuma  or  filius  nomi^ 
nis,  where  '^en^  is  ufed  in  the  fame  emphatical  fenfe  for 
Intf"«c  as  tDB^^  among  the  Jews  for  Jehovah.  Other  co^ 
pyifts  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  name  of  Jefus  by  re^ 
tainlng  in  the  Syriac  the  termination  of  the  Greeks  ttnd 
Wrot€  JflMtoa}* ;  and  the  author  of  the  Atiibic  verfion  pub- 
lifted  by  Erpenius  muft  have  tranflated  from  a  Syriiic 

verfion  which  had  this  reading,  as  he  has  written  ^y^yj^^ 
The  oppofite  and  artificial  means  therefore  which  have 
been  ufeci,  either  to  remove  or  conceal  the  name  of  Je- 
fus, afford  fufficient  evidence  tlial  all  the  readings  which 

refaltfrom  them  are  fpurious. 

Examples  of  this  k;ind  may  direft  us  in  judging  of  the 
Authenticity  of  other  paffages,  which  have  been  either 
altered,  or  omiiled  for  the  fame  reafon  as  the  foregoing. 
The  beautiful  paragraph  m  St.  John's  GoTpel,  which 
begins  M^ith  the  )att  verfe  of  the  fevet^th  chapter,  ba* 
been  omitted  by  many  of  the  ttanfcribcrs,  for  no  other 
reafon  than  becaufe  in  their  opinion  it  afforded  an  ex- 
cufe  for  adoltery.  h  is  furprifmg  that  this  motive  h^s 
never  occtitred  to  modem  critics,  who  have  themfelvcs 
made  objections  to  the  paffage  which  appear  from  this 
1262*'.  fe6lion  of  the  Mofaical  liw^*  to  be  totally  un- 
grounded,    Wetftein,  from  N^hofe  judgment  I  ixA  iri 

this 
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ihis  cafe  obliged  to  diflent,  has  faithfully  quoted  in  his 
various  readings  the  opinions  of  the  antient  critics  with 
refped:  to  this  paflage,  from  which  we  may  deduce  the 
motives  which  led  them  to  rejed  it ;  but  the  authorities, 
which  he  has  collcdcd  againft  it  are  real  proofs  of  its 
authenticity  ^^  Another  inftance  of  omiffion  on  the  very 
fame  principles  is  Matth.  xvi.  29  3. 

The  caufes  which  have  produced  a  variation  in  paf* 
fages  of  this  nature  may  teach  us  at  leaft  to  doubt  the 
authenticity  of  many  others*     Mark  i.  2.  the  reading  of 
almoil  all  our  prefent  manufcripts  is  n  tok  vpofurai^,  and 
only  in  a  very  few  antient  copies  ^^  §»  Ho-atf  xtA  vpof  nxfj. 
As  the  latter  reading  afforded  Porphyry  an  opportunity 
of  attacking  the  truth  of  the  New  Teftament,  it  was 
changed  into  the  former  reading;  yet  the  name  of  Efaias 
was  ftill  retained  in  the  manufcripts  of  the  fourth  cen- 
tury,  as  appears  from  the  words  of  Jerom,  who,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  ridicule  of  Porphyry,  contended  that  the 
name  of  that  prophet  fhould  be  omitted,  for  which  he 
affigns  the  following  weighty  reafon,  Efaix  nomen ,  PU- 
TAMUS    additum   fcriptorbm   vitio.      On  the  fame 
ground  we  may  fufpeft  the  authenticity  of  8v»  avaCaiirtf) 
John  vii.  8.  which  is  found  in  almoft  all  our  manu- 
fcripts ;  whereas  two,  which  are  quoted  by  Welftein  *% 
and  a  few  Mofcow  manufcripts,  quoted  by  Matthai,  are 
the  only  copies  remaining  which  h^ve  sx  a»aCAiy6).     This 
reading  had  again  afforded  Porphyry  an  opportunity. of 
attacking  the  New   Teftament,    but  the  eccleiiaftical 
writers  of  the  four  Brft  centuries  permitted  sx  to  remain, 
and  were  contented  to  anfwer  Porphyry  by  an  explana- 
tion of  the  paffage;  whereas  tranfcribers  in  later  ages, 
in  order  to  remove  the  objedion  fundamentally,  have 
changed  it  into  8ir«.     The  word  XP'^^>'^  '  Qox.  x.  9.  was 
deemed  improper,  becaufe  it  feemed  to  imply  that  the 
Ifraelites  in  the  time  of  Mofes  had  tempted  Chriil :  to 
remove  this  difficulty,  tranfcribers   have  venture(i  an 
amendment,  though  they  differ  in  their  mode  of  making 
it,  fome  have  changed  ;^»ro»  into  ^cov,  others  into  xvpi^y ; 
but  that  which  appears  exceptionable  is  the  true  reading^ 
and  needs  only  a  proper  explanation  *'. 

It 
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It  has  fometrmes  happened  that*  the  frequent  ufe  of 
a  word  in  a  Gofpel,  or  Epiftle,  has  induced  a  tranfcriber 
to  write  it-  even  in  thofe  caics,  where  the  author  had 
chofen  a  more  unufual  word.  The  alterations  of  this 
kind,  which  are  occafioned  by  inadvertency,  have  been 
examined  in  the  eighth  feftion  of  this  chapter,  and  thofe 
only  belong  to  the  prefent,  which  arofe  from  aftual  de- 
fign.  An  inftance  of  the  latter  fort  is  James  v.  15.  re- 
fpefting  an  exchange  of  iMyii  and  trpoo-fup^n  %  and  the 
reader  will  find  another  in  my  remarks  to  i  Mace.  iii.  26. 
of  a  fimilar  exchange  of  uctpara^tuv  and  «rpft^c»y. 

But  of  all  the  fources  of  various  readings  which  are 
fubjeQs  of  this  fe£lionj  the  mod  ample  and  the  mod 
produflive  of  fpurious  paflages  iji  the  New  Teftament 
is  the  pradice  of  altering  parallel  places^  fo  as  to  render 
more   perfeft  their  conformity  with  each  other.     No 
books  have  fufFered  in  this  refpefl  fo  much  as  the  Gof- 
pdsy  efpecialiy  in  the  old  Latin  tranflations,  the  tran- 
fcribers  of  which,  as  we  learn  from  the  complaints  of 
Jerom,  inftead  of  faithfully  copying  the  original,  a6led 
rather,  as  if  it  was  their  bufinefs  to  compofe  a  harmony 
of  the  Gofpels.     In  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  who  in  ex- 
preffing  the  fame  fentiment  in  different  parts  of  his  writ- 
ings would  hardly  have  ufed  in  ail  precifely  the  fame 
words,  examples  of  this  kind  are  frequendy  obferved; 
and  the  quotations  from  the  Old  Teftament,  in  cafes 
where  they  differed  from  the  words  of  the  Septuagint, 
have  been  often  corrected  by  tranfcribers  in  order  to 
make  them  harmonize  with  the  Greek  verfion.     Nume- 
rous pafTages  in  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoflles  have  been 
disBgured  by  th&fe  amendments,  and  where  the  fame 
ftory  is  related  more  than  once,  as  the  converfion  of  St. 
Paul  *,  and  that  of  Cornelius  *,  tranfcribers,  and  more 
frequently  tranflators  have  fupplied  from  the  one  what 
feemed  to  be  deficient  in  the  other  \     The  later  tran- 

fcripts 

^  Ch.  ix.  where  it  is  related  by  St.  Luke,  ch.  xxii.  and  xxvi.  where  it  is 
related  by  St.  Paul  himfelf. 
i  Ch.  X.  and  xi.      " 

^  This  book  has  likewife  fufFered  materially  from  interpolations  of  a 

diflPprent 
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fcrtpts  of  the  Latin  vulgate  (for  the  more  antient  the 
manufcripts,  the  more  free  they  are  from  corruptions,  as 
appears  from  the  Codex  Laudianus)  have  been  efpecialiy 
defaced  by  thefe  interpolations,  of  which  feveral,  that  are 
no  where  to  be  traced  among  the  Greek  manufcripts, 
have  been  obtruded  by  the  authority  of  £rafmus  on  the 
text  of  our  common  editions.  But  tbe  copyifls  who 
wrote,  and  the  critics  vho  defend  them,  have  lefs  tafte 
and  judgement  than  the  facred  hiftorian  ;  nor  is  it  pro* 
bable  that  an  author  like  St.  Luke,  in  recording  at  dif- 
ferent periods  the  fame  event,  would  relate  it  precilely 
in  the  fame  manner. 

When  two  different  readings  therefore  are  difcovered 
in  a.  paflage,  to  which  another  paffage  either  in  tbe 
New  Tellament  or  in  the  Septuagioi  is  parallel,  one  of 
which  readings  gives  tbe  text  a  perfe^  conformity  with 
the  parallel  paffage,  the  other  a  lower  degree  of  fimi* 
larity ;  the  firft  is  always  lo  be  fufped:ed,  unlcfs  very 
important  reafons  can  be  urged  in  its  favour.  But  this 
ruke«  though  founded  on  truth,  has  been  not  only  vio*^ 
lated,  but  even  inverted  by  men  of  fuperficial  knowledge, 
whom  the  caprice  of  fortune  has  converted  into  critics, 
vrho  frequently  allege  in  proof  of  the  auilienticity  of  a 
readmg,  that  it  is  exadly  the  fame  in  another  paifage  of 
the  facred  writings.  Even  the  learned  Wolf,  for  whom 
I  have  the  mod  profound  refpefi^  has  fallen  into  this 
miftake  ;  for  tbe  acutenefs  of  his  cricicifm  was  very  dif<> 
proportionate  to  the  depth  of  his  erudition.  If  examples 
be  required^  to  which  the  foregoing  rule  may  be  applied^ 
I  refer  my  readers  to  the  following  various  readings, 
Mark  xiv.  22.  faysrs,  Matth.  xxiv.  ^6^  nh  •  uio;,  Luke 
xvii.  g6.  and  Luke  xi.  2,  3,  4*  in  which  lad  example 
the  Lord's  prayer  has  been  dilated  by  the  copy  id's  in  a 
manner  not  warranted  by  the  original* 

.  Tbe  ufuaJ  refpefcl  which  is  entertaii^d  for  every  ver* 
fion  edabliftied  by  auihority,  and  read  in  the  fervice  of 

tbe 

« 

different  kind,  for  inftance,  i^o|i  ^i  ru  ^ihm  t7»/Atiyai  avlut    ch.  xv.  '34. 
and  V.  90,  and  ^9.  xa*  o^«  iun  di^lf.  ^avlot^  7im^<&a>  •  clc^ #«;   fm  ^^'^ 
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the  church,  has  been  rooietimes  carried  fo  far  as  to  in* 
duce  tranfcribers  to  alter  the  original  Greek,  where  it 
diflFered  from  theverfion  to  which  they  were  accuftomed. 
Thefe  alterations  may  be  confidered  in  three  different 
points  of  view. 

1.  A  tranfcriber,  without  the  authority  of  any  Greek 
manufcript,  fets  in  the  copy  that  he  was  taking  the  read- 
ing which  correfponds  to  that  in  his  verfioni  and  which 
the  author  of  this  verfion  had  found  in  the  manufcript 
from  which  he  tranflates.  This  is  no  new  reading,  but 
only  an  evidence  in  favour  of  one  that  exifted  before,  yet 
the  evidence  is  of  no  weight. 

2.  He  feleds  out  of  various  raanufcripts  that  reading 
which  is  moll  fuitable  to  the  reading  of  his  verfion.  Our 
earlicil  edilorsof  the  Greek  Teftament,  Erafmus  as  well 
as  the  Spanifh  editors  have  been  guilty  of  this  fault,  nor 
arc  they  entirely  free  from  a  fufpicion  of  the  former. 

3.  He  alters  the  Greek  text  on  the  authority  of  his 
verfion  in  places  where  the  verfion  is  abfolutely  falfe. 

It  has  been  very  generally  fuppofed  that  many  of  theic 
alterations  have  been  made  from  the  Latin  verHon ;  and 
ihofe  Greiek  manufcripts,  which  have  been  expofed  to 
the  charge,  are  termed  Codices  Latiiiiizantes.  Now  thefe 
manufcripts  are  the  mod  important,  and  the  mod  valu- 
able in  our  potfeQion,  and  except  in  fome  few  infiances, 
1  am  perfuaded  that  the  accufatioo,  as  far  as  it  regards 
the  Codices  Latinizantes,  is  ungrounded.  But  it  is  not 
improbable  that  the  Syriacand  Coptic  verfions  have  had 
foroe  induence  on  the  Greek  copies  of  the  New  Tefta- 
,  ment.  A  tranfcriber  who  a3s  in  this  manner  cannot  be 
faid.tohavedefignediy  corrupted  the  text,  as  he  is  really 
milled  by  too  great  a  veneration  for  the  verfion  eflablifli- 
ed  in  the  church,  of  which  he  is  a  member. 

Laftly,  if  the  manufcript  in  the  poffeffion  of  a  tran- 
fcriber or  editor  was  in  any  place  defedivc,  he  was  re- 
duced to  the  neceffity  either  of  leaving  a  vacancy  in  the 
copy,  or  filling  up  the  fpace,  by  tranflating  into  Greek 
the  palTage  as  it  flood  in  the  verfion.  This  unpardon- 
able method  of  reftoring  the  loft  text  of  an  author  was 

adopted 
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adopted  by  Erafmus  in  the  Rcvdation  of  St.  John  : 
vbether  the  fame  liberty  has  been  taken  in  fome  of  the 
manufcripts,  and  a  part  of  the  fynonymous  readings  is  to 
be  afcribed  to  this  caufe,  is  a  queftion  that  deferves  to 
be  examined. 


SECT.      XIL 


Fifth  Caufe  *    Wilful  corruptions^  ioferve  the  purpofes  of  a 
party^  whether  orthodox  or  heterodox. 

THE  antient  fathers  have  accufed  the  heretics  of 
having  falGfied  various  paffages  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  with  a  view  either  to  annihilate  the  proof  of  fome 
eftablifhed  doflrine,  or  to  furnifh  new  arguments  in  fup- 
port  of  their  opinions.  But  as  religious  zeal  is  incapable 
of  a  cool  and  philofophical  inquiry,  and  the  fathers  of 
the  church  were  more  diftinguifhed  by  pious  enthufiafm 
than  critical  judgement,  they  were  too  much  inclined 
to  attribute  every  deviation  from  the  copy,  which  they 
themfelves  poflefled,  to 'the  wilful  corruption  of  the  op- 
pofite  party.  Though  we  admit  their  teftimony,  we  are 
bound  by  the  laws  of  candour  to  deduft  from  their  evi- 
dence, as  often  as  an  ardent  paffion,  in  protefting  the 
caufe  in  which  they  were  engaged,  4ias  led  them  beyond 
the  bounds  of  probability  and  truth.  No  man  will  deny 
that  the  early  Chriftians,  who  differed  from  the  ruling 
church,  have  altered  tlie  New  Teftament  in  numerous 
examples,  according  to  their  particular  tenets ;  yet, 
though  highly  blameable  where  they  have  aSually  cor- 
rupted the  facred  writings,  their  guilt  is  in  general  Icfs 
heinous  than  the  orthodox  have  believed. 

No  charge  is  fo  fevere  as  that  which  has  been  laid  to 
Marcion*,  and  no  one  has  more  juftly  deferved  it.  A 
great  part  of  his  various  readings  are  preferved  in  the 
forty-fecond  treatife  of  Epiphanius  againft  heretics  *; 
but  as  Epiphanius  colleded  only  from  thofe  books  of 

'  the 
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the  New  Teftamept,  which  Marcion  acknowledged  to 
be  canonicaly  a  conGderable  pari  arc  loft.  For  bis  alte- 
rations, which  are  often  ingenious,  were  not  confined  to 
thofe  Gofpels  and  Epiftles^  the  authority  oF  which  he  ad« 
mitted  :  he  reje6led  the  Gofpet  of  St.  Matthew;,  yet  ch.  5« 

HK  iix6o»  KcHtzXvvai  aXA»  vAfifw«-«»,  a  palTage  which  the 
members  even  of  the  orthodox  church  found  it  difficult 
to  explain,  Chrift  having  a&uaily  aboliihed  the  Levkical 
law  %  he  changed  into  n  Jontilt ;  on  i}X9o»  vXupcM-ftft  to» 
pofAQif  n  riK  vp9fnl»i ;  »x  iiX9oy  wXnpttcM  oXXa  KoAeiXvvcti. 
This  alteration,  which  arofe  merely  from  his  hatred  of 
the  law  of  Mofes  and  the  Olid  Teftament,  is  among 
many  others  attempted  by  Marcion,  an  inftance  of  wil- 
ful corruption  ;  and  we  muft  approve  at  the  fame  time 
the  condud  of  the  orthodox,  who,  though  perplexed  by^ 
the  paflage,  prefuraed  not  to  alter*  the  orjginal.  Mill 
is  of  opinion  that  his  difciples  have  followed  the  ex- 
ample of  theif  ipafter,  and  either  changed  or  erafed  the 
paflages,  tl\at  Wiere  unfuitable  to  their  do£^ines. 
.  Yet  not  all  the  deviations  of  Marcion's  text  from  thaf« 
which  is  in  comnnon.ufe,  are  to  be  ranked  in  the  lift  of 
wilful  corruptions >;  and  the  various  readings,  for  which 
he  has  been  branded  with  the  name  of  heretic,  muft  be 
divided  into  three  feparate  claflQs, 

1.  Unwarranted  alterations  made  in  favour  of  Mar« 
cionjs  own  fyftem. 

2.  Alterations  grounded  on  the  authority  of  manu- 
fcripts,  which  had  various  readings  that  differed  froofi 
the  common  text,  and  which  are  ftill  retained  in  many 
of  our  prefent.  raanufcripts. 

.  3.  Readings  that  are  not  only  warranted  by  authority, 
but  preferable  to  the  text  of  our  common  editions. 

For  inftance  x«i  vporxoXXuSiifl'ilai  vpo?  mv  yu»aixa  aulir, 

EpheC  v.  31.  was  omitted  by  Marcion  ^  and  Jerom 
himfelf  was  of  Qpjnipn  that  the  paifage  came  not  from^ 
the  hand  of  Sc  Paul  ^  X^iiroir,  which  is  the  reading  pre- 
ferred  by  Marcioe^  1  Cor.  x.  8.  is  piobably  genuine,  and 

the 

1  See  Miirs  Note  to  thl^  paiTage. 
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the  other  a  correflion  oF  a  copyift ' ;  at  leaft  we  canooc 
afcribe  it  to  the  heterodoxy  of  Marcion^  as  it  affords  no 
argument  in  his  favour* 

'  The  readings  belonging  to  the  fecond  and  third  clafa 
are  of  importance  in  the  critieifm  of  the  New  Tefta* 
«ient,  and  Mill  and  Wetftein  are  therefore  to  be  eont* 
mended  for  having  eoUeded  aH  the  readings  of  Marcion, 
lirbich  they  were  able  to  difcovcr.  It  is  very  improbable 
that  thofe  readings  of  Mareion,  which  are  likewife  found 
in  our  manuferipts,  arofe  from  his  corruption  of  the 
text :  for  he  was  fo  univerfally  branded  as  a  heretic,  that 
ifio  tranflator  would  have  ventured  to  follow  his  ex* 
ample,  except  thofe  who  were  his  immediate  difciples ; 
but  among  all  our  manufcripts,  not  one  has  the  leaft 
appearance  of  being  written  by  a  Marcionite.  Mill,  in 
his  Prolegomena  "^9  has  made  fome  excellent  obferva- 
tions  on  this  feB,  to  whom  I  refer  my  readers  for  more 
perfeft  information. 

'  It  is  not  my  intention  in  the  prefent  chapter  to  write 
a  hiftory  of  the  corruptions  of  the  New  Teftament,  or 
to  enter  into  a  long  detail  in  refpcB  to  the  perfons  who 
have  been  guilty,  or  at  leaft  accufed  of  the  attempt* 
I.ucian  V  Tatian*,  Afclepiodotus',  Hermophtlus,  Apol* 
lionius,  Hefycbius^  with  the  followers  of  Manes',  and 
Valentinus',  have  been  fucceflively  expofed  to  the 
charge.  But  the  Manicheans  could  have  no  motive  to 
falfify  particular  paflages,  as  they  were  able  to  anfwer 
iheir  purpofe  in  a  moie  ihort  and  eafy  manner;  and  bad 
tbe^  been  difpoied  to  corrupt  the  original,  they  were 
deficient  in  the  means,  as  the  moft  diftinguiflied  per- 
fons of  that  fed  were  ignorant  of  Greek,  a  language 
ufelefs  to  philofopbers,  who  believed  that  Perfian  meta« 
phyfics  comprifed  aH  human  knowledge.  It  is  true  that 
many  of  this  party  believed  the  New  Teftament  to  have 
been  falftfted  in  numerous  paflages ;  but  if  they  had  at- 
tempted to  reftore  them  Co  their  priftine  purity^   the 

alte* 

«  -  • 

n  §  306—3^.  B  Miliii  Prolegomena,  $  SSS— SiC^. 

•  §  S61, 363.  F  %  649— «51.  «  ( 728. 

»  i  7«i— rai.  •  §  3«8— S3«.    *  "^ 


«15CT.  Xiu         Vatious  Readings  of  the  N.  T.  f  2^ 

alteracions  would  be  found  not  in  the  Greek  originaT^ 
but  in  the  Syriac  and  Latin  verfions ;  as  the  former  was 
the  language  of  Manes  and  his  Eaftern  difciples,  and 
the  latter  the  only  language  that  was  known  to  the  Ma- 
nichaeans  of  Africa,  The  Syriac  manufcripts  have  not 
b^en  fufficiently  collated  to  enable  us  to  judge  whether 
traces  of  Manicheifm  are  there  vifible  or  not ;  but  Jerom 
has  preferved  an  interpolated  Latin  paiTage  that  has  the 
appearance  of  coming  from  that  party,  and  was  added 
after  the  14th  verfe  of  Mark  xvi.  viz.  *et  ilii  fatisfacie- 
bant,  dicentes :  feculum  iftud  iniquitatis  et  increduli^ 
tatis  fubftantia  eft,  quae  non  finit  per  immundos  fpiritus 
veram  Dei  apprehendi  virtutem.  Idcircojam  nunc  re- 
vela  juftitiam  tuam.'  But  what  is  extraordinary,  and, 
if  it  IS  true,  defeats  the  foregoing  hypoihefis  refpefting 
the  Manichaean  corruptions,  Jcrom  fays  of  this  paflage, 
^  in  quibufdam  exemplaribus,  et  maxime  in  Graecis  co* 
dicibus,  juxta  Marcum  in  fine  ejus  evangelii  fcribitur  V 
A  careful  examination  of  the  hitherto  uncollated  manu*- 
fcripts  in  Greek,  Latin,  and  particularly  Syriac,  in  re- 
gard to  this  paflage,  might  lead  to  a  difcovery,  and 
throw  light  upon  a  fubjefcl  that  is  at  prefent  obfcure. 

Of  all  the  fe6ls  into  which  the  Chriftian  church  has 
been  divided,  none  have  had  ft  in  their  power  to  alter 
the  New  Teftament  in  a  higher  degree  than  the  Arians, 
becaufe  they  were  more  than  once  the  ruling  party. 
They  have  been  accufed  of  the  moft  violent  corruptions 
of  the  facred  text,  but  though  it  cannot  be  denied,  that 
when  in  power  they  were  as  much  inclined  to  perfecu- 
tion  as  the  orthodox  themfclves,  yet  the  crime  of  cor- 
ruption has  never  been  proved  in  a  fingle  inftance. 
They  are  charged  by  theantient  fathers  of  having  erafed 
k  paflage  found  in  the  old  Latin  verlion  of  St.  John's 
Gofpel,  *  quia  Deus  Spiritus  eft,*  eh.  iii.  6. ;  now  at 
leaft  one  half  of  the  aflertion  is  falfe,  as  appears  from 
Blanchini  Evangellarium  quadruplex** ;  but  admitting 
the  whole  to  be  true,  the  orthodox  convift  themfelves 
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of  error,  and  not  the  Arians,  fof  every  man  acquainted 
with  the  criticifin  of  the  New  Tcftament^  knows  that 
thePe  words  are  fpurious,  unlefs  the  Latin  verfion  is 
better  authority  than  the  Greek  original.  We  have  no 
reafon  therefore  to  fuppofe  that  the  celebrated  paflage 
in  the  firft  epiftle  of  St.  John%  which  is  univerfally 
emitted  in  the  old  Greek  manufcripts,  was  erafed  by  the 
fraud  of  the  Arians;  and  thofe  who  fupport  the  argu- 
ment, contradi6l  the  accounts  of  their  own  party,  who 
relate  that  when  Huneric,  king  of  the  Vandals  in  Africa, 
j|iade  his  confeflion  of  faith,  the  true  believers  appealed 
to  this  paflage  in  the  Latin  verfion,  and  that  the  Arians 
make  no  objedion. 

It  is  inconceivable  how  a  critic  like  Wetftein  could 
alfert,  '  ofthodoxi  r^fc  flfpo^o^^c  baud  temere  unquain 
mutatae  fcripturae  accufaruntV  ^nd  as  the  charge  has 
been  as  frequently  falfe  as  true,  I  am  at  a  lofs  to  com* 
prebend  the  meaning  of  a  paflage,  that  feems  to  have 
been  dilated  by  mere  partiality.  Though  no  advocate 
for  herefy,  I  candidly  confefs  that  the  orthodox  them<> 
felyes  have  been  guilty  of  the  charge,  which  they  have 
laid  to  others ;  nor  ao  I  confine  this  aflerdon  to  thofe 
who  have  aflumed  the  title  without  deferving  it,  but 
extend  it  even  to  fuch  as  have  even  taught  the  pure  and 
^ennine  dofirines  of  the  Bible.  The  hope  of  acquiring 
an  additional  proof  of  fome  eftabliOied  do3rine,  or  of 
depriving  an  adverfary  of  fome  argument  in  his  favour, 
may  feduce  even  a  true  believer  to  the  commiffion  of  a 
pious  fraud.  Or  blinded  by  prejudice,  and  bound  by 
the  fei;ters  of  a  theological  iyftemj  he  finds  his  favourite 
doftrine  in  every  line;  he  expounds  therefore  not  by 
reafon,  but  by  fyft^m ;  his^  explanations  acquire  the 
fotm  of  marginal  notes,  and  thefe  marginal  notes' are  at 
length  obtruded  on  the  text.  The  words  a^f  o  mo^,  Mark 
xiii.  32.  were  thought  to  afford  .an  argument  ag^init 
the  Divinity  of  Chrilt ;  Ambrofe  thetefore  was  of  opi- 
nion that  they  odght  tp  be  erafed,  arid  fays  that*  they 
-yj^cxc^  oitiitted  in  the  old  Greek  manufcripts^     I  will 
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Dot  poGtively  affirm  that  Ambrofe  was  guilty  of  a  falfe- 
hood,  but  this  at  lead  is  certain,  that  ho  manufcript 
exifts  at  prefenti  in  which  they  are  not  found.  But  ad* 
mitting  the  pious  father  to  have  fpoken  the  truth,  aad 
that  Ive  had  adually  a  copy  of  a^Greek  manufcript,  in- 
vhich  the  words  were  omitted,  it  is  natural  to  attribute, 
the  omiflion  to  the  fame  motives  as  thofe  by  which  he* 
was  actuated  himfelf.  The  late  Heumann,  whofc  or* 
thodoxy  refpecling  the  Divinity  of  Chjrift  was  never 
called  in  queftion,  was  of  the  fame  opinion  with  Am* 
brofe,  and  was  difpofed  to  banifli  this  paffage  from  the 
text,  in  oppofition  to  the  unanimous  teftimony  of  the 
Greek  manufcripts.  Another  inftance  is  John  viii.  44* 
vjMfK  fx  volpo;  TH  ^ia£oAK  fcf,  which  being  ufed  by  the 
Manichacand,  as  a  text  of  fcripture  that  confirmed  their 
do£trine  of  the  Origin  of  Evil,  was  altered  in  fuch  a 
manner,  as  to  deprive  them  of  the  pretext  of  proving 
one  of  their  philofophical  tenets  from  a  pafTage  in  the 
Bible,  fome  of  the  tranfcribers  omitting  for  that  par- 
pofe  the  WQrd  vatl^o^^  while  others  inferted  Vf^m  before 
r«  #«aCoAar.  In  the  fame  manner  v^o  i/As,  John  x.  8.  was 
rejeded  in  many  manufcripts,  becaufe  the  Manichaeans 
quoted  ths^t  text  to  prove  that  Chrid  had  declared 
Mofes  and  the  prophets  to  have  been  impoftors.  Nor 
have  thefe  wilful  corruptions  been  confined  to  the  Greek 
original,  for  we  may  alledge  an  undeniable  inftance  of 
the  fame  unwarrantable  liberty^  that  has  been  taken 
with  Luther's  German  tranflation.  That  great  reformer 
of  our  religion,  being  perfuaded  that  the  well-known 
pafla^  in  the  firft  epiftle  of  St.  John^  wa;i  notauthemtc, 
refufed  it  a  place  in  his  tranflation  of  the  Bible,  and  in 
(he  preface  to  his  lad  edition  protefted  folemnly  againft 
it,  requeuing  thofe  who  v/ere  of.  a  different  opinion  to 
leave  his  writings  uncorrupted,  and  rather  to  make  a 
new  tranflation,  than  obtrude  on  the  old  what  he  de-> 
nied  to  be  genuine.  But,  guided  by  miilaken  zeal  in 
fupport  of  ortfiodox  opinions,  the  divines  of  Germany, 
long  after  the  death  of  Luther,    iafcried  this  fpurious 
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pafiage,  and  yet  retained  the  name  of  *  Luther's  ver* 
fion  on  the  title.  Even  had  the  paflage  been  genuine 
it  would  be  ftill  a  corruption  of  the  text  of  Luther ;  but 
finceit  is  infallibly  fpurious,  the  authors  of  the  inter- 
polation are  without  excufer  The  orthodox  then  may 
le^n-n  to  have  charity  for  their  brethren,  and  be  cautious 
of  accufing  thofe  who  differ  in  fetitiment,  iince  the  charge, 
that  is  laid  to  their  opponents,  recoils  too  often  on  them- 
felves.  Jerom  even  gloried  in  his  talent  for  theological 
conjeQure,  but  if  we  drip  a  fimple  fad  of  its  foreign  or- 
nament, and  fubftitute  plain  language  for  a  terra  that 
favours  of  learning,  the  boafted  conje£lura  theologica  is 
nothing  more  than  wilful  corruption  % 

As  we  have  received  our  manufcripts  and  editions  of 
the  New  T^ftament  from  the  hands  of  the  orthodox, 
or,  which  is  the  fame  thing,  the  ruling  party,  we  have 
lefs  reafon  to  fear  that  they  are  tainted  with  herefy.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  more  natural,  whenever  a  paffage,  that 
is  quoted  in  fupport  of  fome  eftablifhed  opinion,  cannot 
be  fufficiently  ratified  by  antient  authorities,  to  fufped 
the  fidelity  of  an  orthodox  tranfcriber,  or  editor.  Yet 
our  apprehenfions  on  this  fubjefi  will  be  greatly  dimi- 
niihed,  when  we  refleft  that  many  paffages,  which  were 
obnoxious  to  the  ruling  party,  are  retained  in  all  or 
xMft  of  the  manufcripts;  and  on  the  other  hand,  that 
the  fpurious  paiTage  jq  the  firft  epiftle  of  St.  John  was 
admitted  into  none  before  the  fifteenth  century '.  It 
leems  that  the  ppinioos  of  the  orthodox  and  heterodox 
were  chiefly  confined  to  their  polemical  writings ;  and 
that  the  antient  tranfctibers^  whofe  profeffion  was  to 
copy  and  not  to  criticife,  were  as  indifferent  to  the  dif- 
pute^  of  the  learned,  as  a  printer  of  the  New  Teftament 
in  the  eighteenth  century. 

I  readily  fubfcribc  therefore  to  the  rule  which  is  given 
by  Wetftein,  in  the  fecond  volume  of  his  New  Tefta- 
ment,  p.  864.   inter  duas  variantes  lediones   ea  quae 

magis 
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magis  orlhodoxa  videtur  (thkt  is,  as  be  faimfdf  explainfs 
it,  quae  neutri  parti  favet,  cl  fenfum  fandit,  qui  eft 
reliquis  fcripturac  locis  congruens  eft,  et  ab  omnib»« 
Chriftianis  admiuitur)  non  eft  protinus  altert  pracFe* 
renda,  and  recommend  my  reader  to  conruit  the  paf*- 
fage  in  the  original :  but  when  he  goes  a  ftep  further, 
and  adds  quin  in  dubia  re  banc  (minus  orthodoxam) 
f  lii  pra^erendam  effe  jndico,  I  am  obliged  to  withhold 
my  aflent,  as  the  two  firft  arguments,  which  he  has  al- 
iedged  in  fupport  of  that  opinion,  appear  to  me  to  be 
neither  co|ivincing,  nor  deferving  a  place '  among  the 
laws  of  criticifm  ^ 

But  let  us  fuppofe  the  cafe  of  two  different  readings, 
one  of  which  is  not  only  lefs  orthodox  than  the  other, 
but  heterodox  in  fuch  a  fenfe  of  the  word,  as  to  be  re- 
pugnant not  only  to  our  own  fyftem  of  Theology,  but 
to  the  certain  dodrines  of  the  Bible.  Here  Wetftein 
is  of  opinion  that  the  heterodox  reading  muft  at  all 
events  be  rejected,  faying,  ledionem  minus  orthodoxam 
intelligo  non  manifefte  erroneam  quidem  illam  et  ha$- 
retica'm,  quis  enim  talem  probaret  ?  Now  we  are  bound 
in  candour  to  acknowledge,  that  this  rule  fa\rours  ra- 
ther of  the  partial  advocate  for  religion,  than  the  cool 
unbiafled  fearcher  of  the  truth.  If  in  arguing  with  a 
Sceptic  on  the  authenticity  of  fome  particular  reading, 
we  contended  that  the'  other  was  fpurious,  becaufe  it 
contradifled  another  pafiage  in  the  Bible,  he  would  na^ 
turally  anfwer,  '  Inftead  of  argument,  you  endeavour 
to  convince  me  by  affuming  an  hypothefts  withouf  de- 
monftration,  and  attempt  to  deftroy  my  train  of  reafonr 
tng,  by  the  fingle  authority  of  a  dogmatical  pofition/ 
We  cannot ^Hedge  the  divinity  of  the  New  Tettament, 
before  we  have  proved  it;  and  if  in  a  critical  inquiry 
into  the  authenticity  of  the  text,  we  take  it,  for  granted, 
a  priori,  we  either  argue  in  a  circle,  or  beg  the  quef-^ 
tiom  Even  if  we  prefuppofe  the  divine  origin  of  Chrif- 
tianity,  the  rule  is  very  uncertain;  for  a  man  may  be 
thoroughly  perfuaded  of  the  truth  of  the  Chriftian  r^ 
Ugioo,  and  yet  doiibt  of  the  authenticity  of  the  epiiile 
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.^f  St,  Jode,  and  the  book  of  Revelation.  If  he  found 
a  paflage  therefore  in  either  of  thefe  writings,  which  con- 
tradided  the  other  parts  of  the  New  Teflament,  inftead 
of  pronouncing  the  paiTage  to  be  fpurious,  he  would  ufe 
it  as  an  argument  againft  the  authenticity  of  that  parti- 
cular book  in  which  it  was  contained  '*•  For  inflance, 
fiiould  the  account  of  feven  fpirits  in  the  firft  chapter  of 
the  Revelation,  which  are  ranked  iminediately  after  the 
Deity  and  before  Chrift  himfelf,  appear  difcordant  to  the 
known  writings  of  Sl  John,  the  natural  inference  would 
be,  not  that  the  paflage  is  fpurious,  which  we  have  no 
reafon  to  fufped,  but  that  the  author  of  the  book  itfdf 
was  not  St.  Jolin  the  Apoftle". 

I  will  therefore  new-model  the  rule  of  Wetftein  in 
the  following  manner. 

1.  A  reading  contradictory  to  a  doftrine,  which  the 
fame  Apoflle  has  delivered  in  another  paiTage,  is  to  be 
regarded  as  fpurious,  becaufe  contradi£lions  are  impro- 
bable  in  an  accurate  writer,  and  impoffible  in  one  who 
is  divinely  infpired.   * 

a.  A  reading  that  contains  heretical  terms^  and  doc- 
trines of  a  later  age,  is  to  be  cpnfidered  as  a  forgery ;  of 
which  the  interpolation  after  Mark  xvi.  14.  mentioned 
in  tbiiTfedion,  is  an  inftance. 


S    EC    T.      XIII. 
General  Rules  for  deciding  on  the  Various  Readings. 

THE  evidence,  by  which  we  are  direded  in  jiidging 
of  Various  RciKlings,  n  either  internal  or  exteraal; 
that  is,  we  either  inquire  into  the  different  fources  of 
error  which  have  becin  examined  in  the  preceding  fee* 
tipms,  the  connexion  of  the  pafiage,  their  clearnefs  or 
obfcurity,  and  the  probability  or  improbability  of  their 
liaving  been  ufcd  by  the  author:  or  we  appeal  to  the 
authority  of  tefti monies,  which  confift  in  the  atitient 
Greek  manufcripts,  the  llill  more  antient  verfions,  and 
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the  writings  of  the  early  fathers,  who  hav6  quoted  from 
the  New  Teftament.  As  the  queftion  to  be  examined 
relates  to  a  matter  of  fafi,  whether  a  particular  word 
or  phrafe  was  written  by  an  Apoftle  or  not,  the  exter- 
nal evidence  is  the  moil  important ;  but  as  ^  the  wit- 
neOes  which  conftitute  this  external  evidence,  namely 
manufcripts,  verfions,  and  ecclefiaftical  writers  in  the 
early  ages  of  Chriftianity,  very  frequently  contradid 
each  other,  the  validity  of  their  refpeflive  teftimonies 
muft  be  determined  by  rules  which  are  derived  from 
internal  probability.  The  greateft  part  of  thefe  have 
been  already  confidered  under  their  refpeftive  heads,  it 
remains  therefore  only  to  add  the  following  general  ob- 
fervati.ons. 

I.  As  various  circumdances  might  contribute  to 
propagate  very  widely  a  falfe  reading,  we  are  not  im* 
mediately  to  infer  that  a  reading  is  genuine,  becaufe  it 
has  the  greateil  num&er.of  teftimonies  in  its  favour. 
It  is  poflible,  and  1  believe  more  than  once  the  cafe  in 
the  New  Teftament,  that  the  true  reading  is  to  be 
found  in  only  a  fingle  manufcript.  A  very  probable  in- 
fiance  is  John  vii.  49.  where  for  firixatroEpftroi,  the  Co- 
dex Reuchlini  alone  ^  has  fir«|i»roi«»  EflAPATOS,  accord- 
ing to  Suidas,  Vol.  L  p.  788.  (ignifies,  1.  the  fame  as 
fvix«rap«roc,  2«  iteaytayta^^  i.  e.  as  Suidas  explains  it, 
p.  783.  '  feduced,'  or  '  ieducing.'  In  this  latter  fenfc 
it  is  derived  from  iwotpxs^  which  Suidas  explains  as  fy- 
nonympus  to  inic»^^  and  gives  examples  in  fupport  of 
that  meaning  \  EiraepaToi,  in  the  fenfe  either  of  ieduced, 
or  feducing,  is  much  better  adapted  to  the  paflage  in 
St.  John  than  sirixaraparffi  accurfed ;  its  being  an  un- 
ufual  word,  and  perhaps  unknown  to  many  of  the  tran- 
fcribers,  is  an  argument  in  favour  of  its  authenticity  ; 
and  as  it  is  in  one  fenfe  fynonymous  to  the  common 
reading,  a  copyift  might  be  eafily  led,  either  by  defign 

or 

*  Since  the  publication  of  the  third  edition  of  this  Introduction  in  I77r, 
ijr«^are»  has  been  foynd  by  Profcilbr  Birch  not  only  in  the  Fragmentum 
Borgianum,  but  alfo  \n  the  celebrated  Codex  Vaficanus.    See  the  Orient. 
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or  by  overfighi,  to  fubfticute  thai  which  vas  moft  ge^ 
nerally  known.     The  objedion  which  might  be  made 
to  fvofATtft,  on  the  fuppofition  of  its  being  a  critical 
coDJe^ure,  or  an  intended  improvement  00  the  text) 
is   removed  by  the  circumftance   that  this  reading  is 
found  in  the  paflage  as  quoted  by  Origin,  Cyril,  and 
Chryfoftoro :  it  muit  therefore  have  been  the  common 
reading  of  the  oldeft  manufcripts,  though  by  time  it 
has  grown  into  difufe.     In  the  fame  manner  <«  fifAscy 
1  Cor.  xii.  27.  found  only  in  the  Codex  ClaromontanuSy 
xavxntf-*/**!  xiii*  3.  only  in  the  Codex  Alejiandrinus  % 
diough  it  ftood  in  many  Greek  manuferipts  in  the  time 
of  Jerom,  and  nAfi,  Mark  xv.  34.  in  the  Codex  Canta- 
brigienfis  alone  %  are  probably  the  true  readings.     But 
in  thefe,  and  other  fimilar  cafes,  where  more  deference 
is  paid  to  the  authority  of  a  iingle  manufcript,  than  to 
that  of  united  evidence,  the   reading  muft  have  very 
ftrong  marks  of  authenticity  in  itfelf ;  nor  muft  we  for- 
get to  take  into  the  account  the  probability  of  its  being 
either  a  miftake^  or  a  correction  of  the  copyift.     It  is 
likewife  pofiible  that  the  true  reading  of  a  paflage  may 
no  longer  be  extant  in  any  of  our  manufcripts,  in  which 
cafe  we  have  no  other  refuge  than  critical  xxinjedure, 
which  will  be  examined  at  large  in  a  fubfequent  chapter. 
2«   When  all  other  grounds  ofdecifionare  wanting, 
or,  cacteris  paribus,  as  WetAein  exprefles  it,  we  muft  be 
guided  by  the  majority  of  manufcripts.     If  the  majority 
be  great,  the  probability  increafes  in  proportion;  but  if 
forty  manufcripts  have  one  reading,  and  thirty  another^ 
or  if  the  numbers  approach  ftill  nearer  to  equality,  the 
difference  is  too  fmall  to  warrant  a  decifion,  and  we  are 
left  in  a  date  of  uncertainty.     But  in  the  application  of 
this  rule,  the  words  casteris  paribus  muft  never  be  for-* 
gotten;  for  if  thirty  antient  manufcripts  are  in  favour  of 
one  reading,  and  forty  moderp  manufcripts  in  favour  of 
another,  we  cannot  fay  cetera  parja,  becaufe  the  autho- 
rity of  the  ancient,  though  lefs  numerous  teftimonies,  is 
greater  than  that  of  the  modern.     In  general  the  applj- 
catioo  of  this  rule  requires  great  caution,  and  it  {re-^ 

qucntly 
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quently  leads  to  no  abfolute  deciiion.  It  is  a  matter  of 
great  doubt,  John  v.  2.  whether  BuJio-S-ot,  or  the  very, 
antient  reading  Bn^ada  %  is  10  be  preferred.  1  Cor.  xi. 
17.  it  is  very  uncertain  whether  vabpayyiAXvy  ««  twMHij 
or  wa^yyikXv  sx  fs-aivwy,  is  the  true  reading ;  and  i  Cor. 
XV.  20.  equally  uncertain  whether  fyfvfT9  is  genuine  or 
not\  In  examples  like  thefe,  it  is  confifticnt  with  mo<» 
defty  to  acknowledge  our  ignorance^  and  where  power- 
fttl  arguments  may  be  advanced  on  both  fides,  to  leave 
thequeftion  undetermined. 

3.  An  Accurate  manuCcript  is  of  courfe  to  be  pre- 
ferred to  one  that  is  negligently  written:  two  manu- 
fcripts,  one  of  which  is  copied  from  the  other^  can  be 
admitted  only  as  a  fingle  evidence,  but  if  a  wor4  is  faded 
in  the  more  antient^  it  may  be  fupplied  from  the  more 
modern.  Manufcripts,  which,  though  not  immediately 
copied  from  each  other,  have  a  great  uniformity  in  their 
readings,  feem  to  be  the  produce  of  the  fame  country, 
and  to  have  as  it  were  the  ufual  readings  of  that  country. 
A  let  of  manufcripts  of  this  kind  is  to  be  confidered  as  tne 
fame  edition,  in  which  it  is  of  no  importance,  in  refpefl 
to  the  authenticity  of  a  reading,  whether  five  hundred  or 
five  thoufand  cbpies  be  taken  ;  numbers  alone  therefore 
decide  nothing  in  the  prelent  inftance^ 

4*  Cseteris  paribus,  an  antient  evidence  is  to  be  pre- 
ferred to  one  that  is  more  modern.  From  a  manufcript 
of  the  fixth  century,  twenty  or  ibirty  copies  may  have 
been  taken  between  that  period  and  the  fourteenth  cen- 
tury, but  were  we  in  poffeflion  of  thefe  twenty  or  thirty 
copies,  their  united  evidence  would  not  be  greater  than 
that  of  the  fingle  manufcript  from  which  they  were,  tran- 
fcribed.  It  is  eafy  to  fee  therefore,  that  a  fingle  manu- 
fcript of  the  fixth  century  is  of  more  value  to  a  critic, 
than  a  very  great  number  of  manufcripts  of  the  thir-  % 
teenth  or  fourteenth  century.  What  then  would  be  the 
value  of  a  manufcript  written  in  the  third  century,  or 
if  poflible  in  the  fecond,  for  the  firlt  is  out  of  the  quef- 
tion  !  I  have  faid,  cseteris  paribus  the  more  ancient  ma- 
fiufcript  is  tQ  be  preferred,  becaufe  fome  of  the  oldeft 

Qreek 
8 


33^  Various  Readings  of  the  N.  T.         chap.  vi. 

Greek  manufcripts  have  been  expofed  to  the  fufpicion  of 
having  been  interpolated  from  the  Latin  vcrfion.  If 
this,  were  true,  their  value  would  be  much  diminifhed, 
but  the  more  I  inveiligate  the  fubjefl,  the  more  I  am 
perfuaded  that  the  charge  i^  ungroiinded. 

A  verfion  made  in  the  ninth,  or  in  the  fourth  cen* 
tury,  provided  we  have  a  genuine  copy,  may  be  regarded 
as  the  reprefentative  of  a  manufcript  of  the  ninth,  or 
fourth  century,  and  probably  of  one  of  the  mofl  accurate. 
Now  we  have  no  manufcript  that  can  be  referred  to  a 
period  prior  to  the  fixth  century,  and  the  inefiimable 
treafures  of  the  firft  four  centuries  are  irrecoverably 
loft.  But  their  place  is  fupplied  by  antient  verfions 
made  dicing  thofe  centuries,  whence  we  may  difcover 
the  readings  of  the  old  Greek  manufcripts  from  which 
they  were  taken,  and  alfo  by  the  quotations  of-  ecclefi- 
aftical  writers  who  lived  in  thofe  ages,  except  in  cafes 
whej;^  we  have  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  thefe  quotations 
have  been  altered  by  tranfcribers  according  to  the  read* 
ing  of  modern  manufcripts. 

5*  But  the  moft  modern  manufcripts,  even  thofe  M'rit- 
ten  immediately  before  the  invention  of  printing,  are 
not  to  be  difregarded  :  for  a  manufcript  written  four  or 
five  hundred  years  prior  to  that  difcovery,  is  of  lefs  value 
than  a  faithful  tranfcript  taken  in  that  age  from  a  manu- 
fcript  of  the  fixth  or  feventh  century. 

6.  If  a  learned  tranfcriber  made  ufe  of  feveral  manu- 
fcripts as  ihe  bafis  of  his  copy,  and  fele£led  thofe  read- 
ings which  appeared  to  him  the  bcft,  his  tranfcript  is 
called  a  Codex  Criticus,  or  Codex  £cle8icus.  A  manu- 
fcript of  this  kind  may  contain  a  greater  number  of 
true  readings  than  a  common  manufcript^  but  the  for* 
mer,  confidered  as  evidence,  is  of  lefs  weight  than  the 
latter;  for,  the  examination  of  a  reading  being  an  in- 
quiry into  a  matter  of  fa6t,  the  rule  is  the  fame  here  as  ih 
a  court  of  juftice,  in  which  a  witnefs,  who  fimply  relales 
what  he  has  fcen  or  heard,  is  preferred  to  him  who 
nierely  delivers  his  opinion.  Griefbach^  in  bis  Symbola?, 
\  P*  ceil. 
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p.  ccii.  has  defcribed  a  very  remarkable  Codex  EcleCii- 
cus,  viz»  Bodleianus  24  ^ 

7«  A  manufcript,  in  which  a  copyift  has  obtruded 
his  own  conjedures  on  the  text,  or  copied  from  one  in 
which  critical  alterations  had  been  made,  is  of  no  value 
confidered  as  evidence  for  a  readings  becaufe  it  is  im-- 
poffible  to  determine  what  is  ^onjeSure,  and  what  is  a 
copy  of  the  original :  but  confidered  as  a  coIle£lion  of 
critical  conje6lure8,  it  is  of  value,  -and  to  be  placed  on 
a  level  with  Bowyer's  learned  work.  This  rule  I  deliver 
only  as  theoretical,  to  be  put  in  praQtce  when  oppor- 
tunity offers,  as  I  recolle£i  tie  manufcript  of  the  New 
Teftaqient  to  which  it  is  applicabk.  If  a  copy  had  been 
taken  from  the  Codex  Vindobon.  34.  it  would  probably 
have  become  a  manufcript  of  this  defcription. 

8.  Printed  editions  are  fo  far  only  to  be  admitted  in 
evidence,  as  they  are  immediately  taken  from  manu- 
fcripts.  Properly  fpeaking,  we  have  only  two  fuch  edi- 
tions, that  of  Complutum,  and  that  of  £rafmus,  which 
occupy  the  fame  rank  as  a  modern  Codex  Criticus. 
From  ihefe  two  our  prefent  editions  are  derived,  which 
afford  therefore  no  additional  evidence,  being  only  a 
repetition  of  foregoing  teftimony  ;  they  are  then  only 
feparate  evidence,  when  they  depart  from  thefe  ori- 
ginals in  favour  of  fome  antient  manufcript.  This  will 
be  fhewn  more  fully  in  the  Hiftory  of  the  Editionsi  pf 
the  New  Teftament:  at  prefent, the  reader  may  confult 
the  preface  to  the  fecond  volume  of  Griefbach's  New 
Teftament,  p.  13—30. 

No  art  has  contributed  to  the  rapid  propagation  of 
error,  as  well  as  of  truth,  in  an  higher  degree,  than  the 
art  of  printing.  A  miftake  committed  by  a  copyift  was 
confined  to^  (ingle  manufcript,  but  the  errors,  of  which 
the  firft  editors  of  the  New  Teftament  were  guilty,  were 
transferred  at  once  to  a  thoufand  copies  difperfed  in  every 
part  of  Europe,  and  this  number  was  foon  augmented  to 
an  hundred  thoufand  by  means  of  the  fubfequent  edi- 
tions, 10  which  they  ferved  as  models.  It  is  abiurd  there* 
fore  tp^  contend  that  we  fhould  abide  by  our  printed  text; 

for 
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for  this  is  to  aflert  thai  no  reading  can  be  genuine^  ivhich 
was  not  preferred  by  Erafmus  or  the  Spanifh  editors  at 
the  beginning  of  the  fixteenth  century,  and  in  the  in-  ' 
fancy  of  criticifm,  when  it  is  known  that  Erafmus  was 
guilty  of  unpardonable  careleflnefs  and  precipitation  in 
his  edition  of  the  New  Teftamcnt.  But  this  aflTertion 
can  proceed  from  no  one  who  is  not  entirely  defticute  of 
learning,  or  to  ipeak  in  the  language  of  the  apocalypfe, 
who  has  not  the  feal  of  ignorance  on  his  fuehead. 

9.  As  the  terms  great  and  fmall  are  only  relative,  in 
applying  them  to  the  number  of  manufcripts  alleged  in 
fupport  of  a  reading,  we  muft  not  forget  to  take  into  ihb 
account  how  many  have  been  afliially  collated:  for  a 
number  that  is  great  in  refpeA  to  the  epiftles,  may  be 
fmali  with  regard  to  the  Gofpels,  almoft  twice  as  many 
nianufcriptk  of  the  latter  having  been  collated  as  the 
former.  Seven  manufcripts  of  the  Revelation  h  a  great 
number,  the  fame  number  of  the  epiftles  is  fmall,  and  of 
the  Gofpels  very  inconfiderabJe:  the  whole  number  there- 
fore in  each  muft  be  counted  before  we  can  draw  a  con-' 
clufion. 

10.  When  only  a  few  manufcripts  have  a  reading  that 
might  eafily  arife  from  an  overlight  of  the  co[jytfl,  it  h 
of  no  importance,  and  may  generally  be  coniidered  as  an 
error, 

.11.  In  comparing  two  different  readings^  we  muft  al- 
ways examine  which  of  the  two  could  moft  eafily  aH(e 
from  a  miftake  or  correftion  of  the  iranfcriber ;  read- 
ings of  this  kind  being  generally  fpurious,  whereas  thofe 
which  give  occafion  to  the  miftake  or  correction  are  com- 
monJy  genuine.     Of  the  following  diflFerent  readings, 

A6iS  XX.  28.  3'i2r,  KVptS,  X^ifH,  KUfiB  d'E8,  3f8  HM  XVfllT,  XVftH 

Mai  d'ls,  the  firft  is  probably  the  true  readingi^  and  all  the 
others  are  to  be  confidered  as  corrections  or  fcholia,  be** 
caufCi&fii might  eafily  give  occafion  to  any  of  thefe,  where'- 
as  none  could  fo  eafily  give  occafion  to  ^ts.  If  Su  Luk^ 
wrote  Srtn^  the  origin  of  xvpis  and  ;^»ara  may  be  explained 
either  as  corrections  of  the  text^  or  as  marginal  notes, 

betaufe 
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becaufe  ^  the  blood  of  God'  is  a  very  extraordinary  ex- 
predion;  but  if  he  had  written  xu^ih,  it  is  inconceivable 
how  any  one  ftiould  alter  it  into  S'fs,  and  on  this  latter 
fuppofitton  the  great  number  of  different  readings  is  in- 
explicable. It  feems  as  if  different  tranfcribers  had  found 
a  difficulty  in  the  paffage,  and  that  each  corre£led  ac- 
cording to  his  own  judgment '.  Another  inflance  to 
which  the  rule  may  be  applied  is  Matth.  xxiii.  25*  to 

the  readings  ax^ao-iftf,  axAOospo'iaiC)  aJfHiac^** 

12.  The  foregoing. rule  may  be  mofl  advantageoufly 
applied  to  paffages  where  there  are  three,  four,  or  flill 
more  different  readings,  one  of  which  has  a  kind  of  central 
pofition,  from  which  all  the  others  might  naturally  flow  '\ 
As  examples  of  this  kind  have  been  given  in  the  ninth 
fe8ion,  I  will  add  only  one  taken  from  Luke  xxiv.  17. 
and  arrange  the  readings  in  the  following  order,  that  the 
original  reading  may  be  the  more  confpicuous. 

VfpiiraTsifTfC  xAi   ffi  trxuGpwfrot 
vspiir OLr nyTig  xxi   tfTKray   trxvipuvoK 

All  three  afford  an  adequate  fenfe;  the  firfl  is  the  read- 
ing of  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  the  fecond  that  of  our 
common  editions,  the  third  is  found  in  the  Codex  Ste- 
phani  u,  was  approved  by  fieza,  and  has  been  fince  dif« 
covered  in  the  Coptic  verfion  '*.  Now  the  common 
reading  x«f  rri  occupies  the  middle  rank,  and  might 
eafily  give  birth  to  the  firft  and  third  reading.  The 
common  conftru6lion  tii^k  «<  Aoyei  arot  b?  ciprt€x\xtr$  w^pt 
aAAnXjtc,  xfti  tn  rxuOf Miroi,  is  not  the  mofl  elegant ;  fome 
of  the  tranfcribers  therefore  inflead  of  irt  wrote  irti«'a», 
a  corredion  which  really  improves  the  paffage,  but  which 
would  hardly  have  taken  place  if  no  tn  had  ftood  in  the 
original ;  while  others,  with  the  fame  view  of  improving 
the  paffage,  omitted  x«i  irt ,  to  which  they  could  have  had 
no  temptation,  if  x»»  fr«o'«»  had  been  the  original  read« 
ing.  Hence  we  may  reafonably  conclude  that  the  middle 
reading  is  the  genuine,  and  the  two  others  correfiions. 
I  will  add  the  following  examples,  to  which  the  reader 

may 
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may  bimrelf  apply  the  foregoing  rule.     Matth.  ix.  iSf. 

vpoo^fAtMr,  and  ap;^»»  v^oo-nXSfir.— -Mark  !•  16.  avm  rs  Xi-« 
fAWOi^  T8  2)i/ui«»o9,  «UT«. — Luke  xxiii.  42.  orair  cxOi^c  ly  tii 
PAffiAf i»  fl'v,  orav  fXSirc  fK  tiiv  jBao-iXfiaif  o-tf,  t¥  rif  (3»0'ftXfi»  0-*, 

iv  Ty  iifiiifa  Tuf  iA«uo-f«c  ff«. — Luke  xxiv.  17,  fee  my  Hif- 
tory  of  the  Refurreftiori  *'.     Afts  v.  24, — v.  36.  vpo^t^ 

The  above-mentioned  arrangement  of  various  read- 
ings may  fometimes  give  rife  to  a  probable  conjefture, 
for  inftance,  we  find  Rom.  vii.  25. 

and  9  ;(«^K  Vy  d'lw.  ^ 

It  may  be  aiked  whether  the  original  reading  werie 

13.  If  for  a  paflage,  that  is  not  abfolutely  necefiary  to 
the  conftru£lion,  various  readings  are  foun4  that  differ 
materially  from  each  other,  we  have  reafon  to  fufpefl  its 
authenticity,  and  that  all  the  readings  are  interpolations 
of  tranfcribers,  who  have  attempted  by  different  methods 
to  fupply  the  feeming  deficiency  of  the  original.  Ads 
V.  41.  we  find  in  eleven  of  the  beft  manufcripts  vitg  m 
§wfs^etrog  without  any  further  addition,  a  phrafe  which  fig- 
nifies  ^  for  the  name's  fake,'  that  is,  in  the  idiom  of  the 
Rabbins,  '  for  God's  fake.'  But  after  oiro/Maro?  is  added 
in  our  printed  editions  «uTir,  and  in  the  manufcripts 
we  find  not  lefs  than  fix  different  additions,      i.  I«o>8. 

2.     T8   I110-B.   .     3.     Ifltf-S    Xpl(rT8.        4.     T8  X^IO-TV.        5*    T8  JLvpiH 

lr,^».  '6.  T8  Kufiv.  Here  itmuft  be  obvious  to  every 
one  that  thefe  different  readings  are  interpolations  of  dif- 
ferent tranfcribers.  Rom.  i.  32.  the  reading  of  our  printed 
text,  which  in  my  opinion  admits  a  fatisfaHory  expla^ia- 
tion,  appeared  even  to  Locke  to  be  unintelligible :  tran-* 
fcribers  therefore,  to  refcue  the  pafTage  from  obfcurity, 
have  inferted  after  imy^oilK  in  the  Vulgate  non  intellexe- 
runt,  in  the  Codex  Claromontanus  and  Codex  Sangerma* 
nenfis  8IC  tymffa¥^  and  in  the  Codex  Amandi  8  «-viriix«ir« 
Nowthefi  manufcripts  are  of  good  authority, but  theirevi- 

dence 
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•dence  is  here  contradi£lory.  But  this  rule  mud  not  be 
carried  to  the  extreme,  nor  is  a  iingie  variation  fufficient 
to  juftify  our  fufpicion  of  a  word  or  phraTe,  though  ii^ 
omiflion  affeds  not  the  fenfe,  or  ^ven  though  the  con« 
ftru^ion  would  be  improved  by  its  ablence :  for  in  a 
book,  that  has  been  fo  frequently  tranfcribed  as^the  New 
Teftament,  niiftakes  were  unavoidable,  aiid  therefore  a 
iingie  deviation  alone  can  lead  to  no  immediate  conqlu- 
fion. 

14.  An  interpolation  is   fometimes  ^betrayed  by  the 
circumftance  of  its  being  delivered  in  the  language  of  a 
later  church.     In  the  time  of  the  Apoftles  the  word 
Cbrift  was  never  ufed  as  the  proper  name  of  a  perfon, 
but  as  an  epithet  expreffive  of  the  miniftry  of  Jefus,  and 
was  frequently  applied  as  fynonymous  to  '  Son  of  God/ 
The  expreffion  tnercforc  *  Chrift  is  the  Son  of  God,* 
A3s  viii.  37.  is  a  kind  of  tautology,  and  is  almoft  as 
abfurd  as   to   fay  Chrift   is  the  MefTiah,    that   is,   the 
anointed  is  the  anointed.     But  the  word  being  ufed  in 
later  ages  as  a  proper  name,  this  impropriety  was  not 
perceived  by  the  perfon  who  obtruded  the  paffage  on  ^ 
xhe  text. 

15.  If  one  or  more  words,  that  may  be  confidered  as 
an  addition  to  a  paffage,  are  found  only  in  manufcripts« 
h\xt  in  none  of  the  moft  antient  verfions,  nor  in  the 
quotations  of  the  early  fathers,  we  have  reafon  to  fuf- 
pe£k  an. interpolation.     A6ls  viii.  39.  -crvfujua  [ayiov  i^c- 

is  an  inftance  of  this  kind,  where  the  words  between  the 
crotchets  are  probably  fpurious. 

Though  readings  which  convey  no  meaning  whatever 
are  at  all  times  to  be  afcribed  to  the  negligence  of  tran- 
fcribers,  yet  theobfcurity  or  iingularity  of  a  word  is  not 
•firfBcient  foundation,  to  reje6t  it.  On  the  contrary, 
when  of  two  different  readings  the  one  is  difficult  atrd 
•unnfual,  the  other  eafy  and  common,,  we  may  always 
fufpeft  the  authenticity  of  the  latter. 

17.  Befide  the  rules  Which  are  applicable  to  the  New 
Teitament  in  general^  there  are  others  which  mud  be 

Y  applied 
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applied  to  each  book  in  particular,  being  derived  eicber 
from  the  peculiarities  of  the  ftyle  of  their  refpefiive  au- 
thors, or  from  accidental  circumftaoce^  tbey  have  at- 
tended the  prefervatioo  and  tranicription  <^  the  books 
tbenifelves.    I  have  obferved  in  a  preceding  feOioo,  ibat 
in  criticiGng  the  text  of  a  claflic  wrtter,  who  attends  to 
propriety  and  elegance  of  language,  the  principles  by 
which  #e  mufi  direfi  our  judgementg  are  often  the  re* 
verfe  of  thofe  that  are  proper,  when  we  inveftigate  the 
authenticity  of  a  reading  in  an  author,  who.  is  regardlefs 
of  his  ftyle,  and  not  oiafter  of  the  language  in  which  be 
wrote.     We  cannot  judge  of  the  flights  of  gcnins  as  of 
creeping  profe,  or  of  a  conftru6ion  that  is  contra8ed 
and  nervous,  as  of  one  that  is  difiiife  and  weak*  Horace 
and  Ovid,  Tacitus  and  Cicero,  Cicero  and  Pliny,  maft 
be  criticifed  by  rules  that  are  totally  diftind  from  eacb 
other.     Their  peculiarities  extend  even  to  grammatical 
conftruflions  ;  for  in  the  language  of  Cicero  baud  fcio 
an  is  in  that  of  Pliny  haud  fcio  an  non,  and  vice  vo^ : 
in  reading  therefore  a  manufcript  of  one  of  thefe  au* 
thors,  and   deciding  on  the  authenticity  of  a  paffage, 
whether  non  has  been  improperly  added,  or  improperly 
omitted  by  the  copy ift^  we  muft  be  guided  by  the  known 
pra&ice  of  the  author.     In  the  fame  manner,  to  deter- 
mine whether  fvSvc  and  fi;0f«c,  which  are  fo  ft^equently 
found  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mai;k,  are  to  be  afcribed  to 
the  author,  or  to  a  tranfcriber,  we  need  only  inquire 
into  the  general  manner  of  St.  Mark's  writing,  Which 
abounding  on  the  whole  with  fuperfluous  expreffions 
leads  of  courfe  to  a  decifion  in  favour  of  the  former. 
Cray  a»ao^tM-i,  Mark  xii.  23.  which,  as  being  an  aftual 
pleonafm,  and  for  that  reafon  omitted  in  fome,  of  the 
belt  manufcripts,  I  fliould  make  no  fcruple  to  condemn 
as  fpurious,  if  it  were  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  is  not 
therefore  to  be  rejeded  from  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark. 
In  the  eprftle  to  the  Hebrews  we  are  not  always  jufti- 
fied  in  correfling  even  a  manifeft  error,  becaufe  it  may 
proceed  not  from  a  tranfcriber,  but  the  tranflator :  us  in- 
ft^nce  of  this  k^nd  is  found,,  ch.  xii.  15.  where  the  tranfla^ 
N  tor 
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tor  has  ufed  i»o;^Xtf  for  f»  x^^f^  ^^  reading  of  the  Septua* 
gint  In  tranflating  from  the  original  Hebrew,  he  pro* 
bably  referred  to  the  Septuagint**,  where  he  found  EN- 
XOAH,  which  he  might  eafily  miftake  for  BNOJCAH,  as  th^ 
meaning  of  thrs  word  is  admirably  fuited  to  the  paflage; 
and  as  the  concurrence  of  all  the  manufcripts  confirm! 
the  common  reading,  I  prefume  not  to  hazard  a  critical 
conjedure.  It  was  the  cuftom  of  St.  John  to  repeat 
the  words  of  the  preceding  claufe:  the  reading  therefore 
xfti  c(rps»,  I  John  iii.  i.  which  is  found  in  many  manu- 
fcripts and  verfidns  after  xXufiMpiy,  though  not  in  our 
printed  editions,  is  probably  genuine* 

Laftly,  accidental  circumftances,  that  have  attended 
the  prefervation  of  the  feveral  books  of  the  New  Tefta<^ 
ment,  muft  be  taken  into  the  account,  as  much  greater 
latitude  may  be  given  to  critical  conjedure  in  works^ 
that  have  been  corrupted  or  negligently  copied,  than  iii 
thofe  of  which  we  have  faithful  tranlcripls*  No  book 
of  the  NewTeftament  has  fuffered  in  this  refped  fo 
much  as  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke,  and  none  therefore  re<^ 
quires  in  a  higher  degree  the  aid  of  critical  conjeflure^ 
Gaiifes  unknown  to  us  muft  have  had  peculiar  influenced 
on  this  Gofpel,  which  has  been  more  vitiated  by  antient 
copyifts,  than  the  other  produ3ion  of  this  £vangelift^ 
the  A£ts  of  the  Apoftles;  though  the  latter  has  beeil 
more  corrupted  by  modern  editors,  who  have  inferted 
in  the  text  interpolations  unwarranted  by  thea}^$Mi^y 
of  a  fingie  manufcript  '^ 
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CHAPTER     I. 
TifU  to  the  writings  pfthe  New  Cvoenant, 

* 

PAGE    1. 

I.  "pR  OB  ABLY  in  the  fecond  century,  for  the  word 
X  Teftamentum  was  ufed  in  that  fenfe  by  the  Latin 
^Chriftians  before  the  expiration  of  that  period,  as  ap- 
pears from  Tertullianus  adv.  Marcionem,  Lib.  IV.  c.  i. 
But  the  firft  inftance  where  xa»kii  ^laSuxf)  a£lually  occurs 
in  the  fenfe  of  *  Writings  of  the  New  Covenant'  is  in 
Origenes  wfji  «px^^  Lib.  IV.  c.  i.  (Tom.  I.  p.  156.  ed« 
Benedi&)  for  tnough  Clement  of  Alexandria  (Stromat. 
Lib.  II.  Tom.  L  p.  444.  ed.  Potter)  ufes  theexpreifion 
«ao]f  i%oA^why  it  appears  from  the  context  that  he  under* 
ftood  it  in  the  fenfe  of  covenant,  not  the  writings  which 
contain  that  covenant. 

PAGE  2. 

%.  This  work  of  our  author  is  written  in  German^ 
^nd  has  the  following  title,  Michaelis  Erkl'arung  des 
Briefs  an  die  Hebraer.  Tom.  1.  1780.  Tom.  II.  1786. 
2^  ed.  He  means  probably  to  refer  to  his  note  on  ch. 
vii.  28.  where  he  ^explains  i\oA%Mi  by  covenant,  and  gives 
the  fame  reafon  why  it  cannot  iignify  teftament. 

3.  But  if  the  old  Latin  tranflator  underftood  ^»ft6i|;cif 
in  the  fenfe  of  covenant  or  bond^  why  did  he  ufe  tefta- 
foentiin?,  aad  not  rather  fcedus  or  pa6lum ;  and  is  it  not 
extr^QrdiQaryi  when  a  word  admits  of  two  fenfes,  that  a 
jtrimflatior  ibguld  adopt  the  term  which  conveys  the  for<p 

r  4  mcr 
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nier  fcnfe,  if  "he  intended  to  exprefs  the  latter?  It  ap*^ 
pears  from  this  very  circumdance  that  the  old  Latiir 
tranflator  aQually  miHook  the  meaning  of  ,JiA8f}X9i,  and 
rendered  it  by  a  word,  whicb,  thotigh  it  corrcfponds  fa 
the  Greek  in  one  fenfe,  is  an  improper  translation  of 
jiaOnxf),  at  lead  in  the  Old  Teftament. ,  This  is  confirmed 
by  the  authority  of  Jerom  himfelf :  for  when  he  correfted 
the  old  Latin  verfion,  or  rather  verfions,  and  publiihed 
a. new  edition*  he  altered  teftamentucn  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
.  ment  to  either  foedus  or  pa£ium.  See  Sabatier  Biblia 
^acra,  Torra.  I.  p.  33.  where  the  old  Latin  verfion  and 
Jerom's  corrected  text,  or  as  it  is  commonly  caiiled,  the 
Vulgate,  are  printed  ip  parallel  columns.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  learned  father  acknowledges  in  his  commentary 
on  Mai,  ch,  2.  tb^t  teftamentum,  as  ufed  in  the  old  Latiii 
yefion,  mull  be  underftood  in  moft  pfaces  to  fignify  a 
covenant;  but  if  it  gradually  acquired  this  and  other 
fenfes  in  church  Latin,  no  argument  can  be  derived  fromf 
this  circumftance,  that  its  introduftion  was  not  founded 
on  error.  -       . 

In  faS,  when  our  author  applies  the  appellation  of  a 
*'  harfh  Grecifm"  (for  tbis^  and  no  other  is  the  term, 
ivjiich  he  has  ufed)  to  the  tranftation  of  eTiadtixii  by' tefta- 
mentum,. even  where  AaOiixu  muft  fignify  a  covenant,  he 
does  nothing  more  than  ufe  a  learned  expreffion,  which, 
when  put  into  plain  Englifh,  fignifies  a  "  a  great  miftake/* 
This  will  appear  more  clearly,  if  we  take  a  cafe  in  the 
Englifli  language.  The  Latin  word  "  vir*^  may  be 
t'ranflated  into  Englifh  either  by  "man"  or  by  "  fpoufe,'* 
according  as  the  context  requires;  in  the  fame  mannei^ 
as  iiaifiKfi  which  fignifies  literally  **  drfpofitio,"  (from 
^ifltTiOufAi  difpono)  may  fignify  cither  an  arrangement  in- 
tended to  take  place  immediately  (foedus),  or  ah  ar- 
rangement intended  to  take  place  after  one's  death  (teP 
tathentumj.  But  if  a  fchoolboy  fhould  tranflate  "  vir 
jiobiliflimus,  M.  T.  Cicerb,"  by  •*  The  moft  noble /pou/^ 
M.  ^t.  Cicero,"  the  applicatioti  of  the  term  bar/A  Latin^m 
to  this  tranflatibn,  would  not  prevent  his  matter  from 
faying,  that  it  was  an*  egitgi6us  blunder.     Equally  great. 

was 
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was  the.tniftake,  when  f^yr^inKTOfAat  mc  fioAnun^  fin^  Gen. 
ix.  15.  words  afcribed  to  a  Being  incapable  of  death, 
were  tranflated  by  "  mem  or  ero  t^ftamenti  itiei :"  nor 
will  the  ufe  of  the  term  barjb  Gncifm  be  fufficienC  to 
cover  the  miftake.  The  Romans  certainly  never  ufcd 
*•'  Teftaroentura"  to  denote  a  contraQ;  between*  two  living 
parties :  the  word  occurs  frequently  in  the  Roman  law 
writings,  and  is  always  taken  in  the  fenfe  of  laft  willor 
teftaraent.  It  is  ufelefs  to  make  quotations  from  the." 
old  Latin  verfion  in  behalf  of  the  other  meaning:  fori 
when  the  queftion  is  tn  agitation,  whether  the  author  of 
the  old  Latin  verfion  (whofe  innumerable  barbarifms 
prove  that  he  was  not  a  Roman)  rightly  applied  •'  Tef- 
tamentum"  in  the  tranflation  of  one  paffage  of  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  a  fimiiar  application  of  Tellamentum,  in  an. 
hundred  other  inflances,  by  the  fame  author,  cannot  be 
alleged  in  vindication  of  that  paffage,  without  a  manifeft 
politio  principii.  If  a  man  is  wrong  in  one  inftance,  a 
repetition  of  the  fame  miftake,  however  freque^nt,  will 
not  fet  him  right  again.  In  fliort,  the  tranflation  of 
^»«fiuxu  by  Teftamentum,  is  only  one  among  the  many 
inftances  of  error  arifing  from  bald  tranflation.  Thus 
airo  (ixftuv  iXtipxvriymy  PC  xliv.  8.  (xlv.  8.  in  the  He- 
brew) which  is  rightly  tranflated  in  the  Vulgaie  "  a 
domibus  eburneis,"  and  in  our  verfion  ''  out  of  the 
ivory  palaces,"  had  been  rendered  by  the  old  Latin 
tranflator  **  a  grdvibus  eburneis/'  He  miftook  the 
fubftantive  P«fK  for  the  adjeftive  ^x^\i<i :  and  then  be 
tranflated  literally,  without  confidering  whether  he  was* 
producing  fenfe  or  non fenfe,  juft:  as  he  did  \n  regard  to 
AaOuxrj.  Of  this  blunder  *'  a  gravibiis  eburneis,'*  Jerom 
himfelf  complains.     Again  at  Gen.  xv.  15.  where  the 

genuine  Greek   text   is   tru  JIe  airfXrvo-y  ir^oj  rac  van^aq  o-a* 

iy  ii^iy%i  Toc^ug  ty  yngx  xocXta,  we  find  in  the  old  Latin 
verfion  "  tu  autem  ibis  ad  patres  tuos  nutritus  (inftead 
6{  fepultas)  in  feriefta  bona.*'  Here  is  a  confufion  of 
'iekipiiq  and  Tja^'fic :  either  the  tranflator  himfelf  miftook 
the  one  for  the  other,' or  he  uTed  a  manufcript^  in  which 
the  miftake  had  been  made  to  his  hand.     In  either  cafe, 

it 
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it  is  manifeft  that  he  tranflated  without  much  thought ; 
or  he  would  not  have  defcribed  a  man  as  going  to  his 
fathers  ^fattened  at  a  good  old  age."  He  ha$  even 
adopted  the  reading  im  inftead  of  vi«#»  at  Pf.  xvi.  14. 
(xvii.  14.  in  the  Hebrew),  and  has  ukdjiiillay  where  he 
ought  to  have  ufed/Z/W. — We  have  no  reafon  therefore 
to  wonder,  that  be  falfeiy  tranflated  J'laOnxiy. 

4.  This  is  an  overfight  in  our  author :  for  the  quo- 
tation which  he  produces  is  taken  not  from  the  Vulgate^ 
but  the  old  Italic.  The  diftin£tion  is  of  importance  on 
the  prefent  occaflon^  becaufe  the  'tery  word,  for  which 
the  quotation  is  made,  is  not  ufcd  in  this  paflage  in  the 
Vulgate.  The  miftake  however  is  eafy  to  be  explained, 
as  in  Sabatier's  edition  both  texts  are  printed  in  the  fame 
page. 

PACE   3. 

5.  St.  Paul,  2  Cor.  iii.  i6.  ufes  indeed  the  expref- 
fion  xaiM  J'tafinKn,  but  the  term  is  there  applied  to  the 
New  Covenant,  of  which  he  was  a  miniftcr,  not  to  the 
writings  of  the  Covenant.  The  fame  may  be  faid  of  the 
other  palTages  in  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  where  xaifn  and  m« 
iM^nnfi  are  ufed. 

6.  This  is  no  contradidion  to  2  Pet.  iii.  i6. 

7.  Whether  thofe  epiftles  of  Su  Paul,  which  arc  now 
extant,  are  all  that  the  Apoftle  ever  wrote^  is  a  queftion 
which  has  frequently  afforded  matter  of  ferious  difpute. 
Dr.  Lardner,  Vol.  VI,  p.  663 — 67a.  maintains  the  affir- 
mative; but  his  arguments  will  be  anfwered  by  our  au* 
thor  in  the  particular  introdudion  to  St.  Paul's  epiftles. 
N.B.  whenever  reference  is  made  4n  thcfe  notes  to  the 
works  of  Dr.  Lardner,  is  to  be  underftood  the  complete 
edition  of  his  works  in  eleven  volumes  oftavo,  publiflied 
in  1788. 

8.  Dr.  Benfon,  in  his  Eftay  on  Infpiration,  has  an 
obfervation  which  implies  the  fame  diftin£lion,  3ce  Bp. 
Watfon's  'traCls,  Vol.  IV.  p»  471. 
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FAQE  4. 

g.  This  remark  prefuppofcs  that  the  Gofpcl  of  St. 
Matthew  was  written  before  the  firft  eptftle  to  the  Cor 
rinthiatis,  which  is  affirmed  by  Dr.  Owen,  but  dciiied  by 
FabricitiS)  Mill,  Lardner,  and  Semler.  fiefides^  if  St. 
Matthew  wrote  in  the  dialect  of  Paleftine,  as.  our  atitbor 
foppofesj  it  would  have  been  ufekfs  to  have  referred  the 
Corinthian^  to  a  work  written  in  a  language^  to  which 
they  were  utter  ftrangers. 


"•^ 
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t.  The  prefent  fe6tion  is  in  the  original  preceded  by 
that  which  foiiows  in  the  tranflation ;  but  the  reader  will 
pardon  this  inverfion,  becaufe  the  fubje6l,  which  is  dif- 
cufled  in  this  fe£lioti|  relating  merely  to  the  importance 
of  the  inquiryii  it  is  rather  a  preface  or  introduftion, 
than  a  part  of  the  inquiry  itfelf. 

2,  Our  author  makes  here  a  proper  diftin£lion  be- 
tween two  queftions  that  are  often  confounded,  viz.  the 
idivine  origin  of  theChriftian  do6lrine,  and  the  divine 
origin  of  the  books  which  contain  that  dodrine.  The 
tliftinBion  muft  appear  important  to  our  author,  as  he 
had  himfelf  iiUen  into  the  fame  error  in  the  firft  edition, 
but  has  here  correQed  it. 

3«  The  words  here  ufed  in  the  German  are  gethan 
baben  foUen,  which,  according  to  the  idiom  of  that  lan- 
guage, fignify  only  ^  are  faid  to  have  performed/  It  ap- 
peared therefore  to  our  author  a  matter  of  doubt.  See 
Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  VIL  p^  154. 

FAGE    5, 

4.  I  have  here  written  ni*133  not  T\2i  as  it  ftands 
fn  tte  briginal,  becaufe  though  Ghaldce  tipuns  in  m 

are 
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art  frequently  written  by  apocope  without  the  Tacr^ 
(Schaafs  Opiis  Aramacum,  p.  14.  Michaeli$  Gr^mmauca 
Chaldaica,  p.  67.)  yeirin  every  Lexicon  they  are  written 
with  the  Tau;  it  ^  would  therefore  create  confufion  in 
confulting  BuxtorFor  Caftel^  if  the  word  appeared  under 
a  different  Ihape.  And  our  author  himielfi  in  the  chapter 
relacihgto  the  language  of  the  New  Teftament,  writes  it 
not  only  with  the  Tau,  but  with  the  paragogic  Alepb. 

5.  The  explanation  of  ^uva/tAic  as  a  Chaklaifm  in  the 
fenfe  of  miracle,  neceflarily  implies  the  three  following 
conditions.     1.  That  the  Chaldeeword,  to  which  refer- 
ence is  made,  correfponds  to  the  Greek  in  fuch  a  man-' 
ner,  that  in  tranflations  the  one  is  ufed  as  fimilar  to  the 
other,  for  otherwife  the  two  words  have  no  connexion^ 
2.  That  the  Chaldee  word  is  ufed  in  a  more  extenfivc 
meaning  than  the  Greek  word  in  claflic authors.  3.  That 
Jewifli  writers,  accuflrotned  to   this  extenGve  meaning 
in  Chaldee,  ufed  the  corrcfponding  Greek  word  ioNthe 
fame  latitude.     Now  in   the  prefent  inftance  the  two 
firft  conditions  fail  entirely,      i.  I  have  compared  witl^ 
the  Septuagint  all  thofe  paflages  which  Buxtorf  m  his 
Lexicon  Chald.  Rabbinicum   has   produced  irony  ihc 
Chaldee  paraphrafe,  in  which  jm^iui  is-  ufed  >  but  in  not 
one  of  thefe  inftancesis  Ju»a/uic  ufftd  in  the  Greek  ver* 
fion,  though  both  Greek  and  Chaklee  are  tranflations  of 
the  fame  Hebrew.     I   have  likewife  compared  with  the 
Greek  Teltaraent  all  the  examples  given  in  Caflelli  Lex> 
con  Heptaglottbh,  where  I^jo^Qs^  is  ufed  in  the  Syriac 
verfion;  but  in  none  of  thefe  inltances  is  iyyctfskig  to  bt  to 
found  in  Greek.     2.  The  fenfe  of  miracle  is  afcribed  to 
ri*l^33  neither  by  Buxtorf  nor  Caftd,  and  the  eWer 
Buxt6rf  devoted  his  whole  life  to  the  ftudy  of  Rabbinicarl 
wfitihgs.     The  inference  therefore  of  courfe  falls  10  the 
ground,  as  far  as  it  depends  'on>  thefe   prenrifle^.     It 
might  with  more  reafon  be  termed  aSyriafm^^for  }iZ6»^ 
is  ufed   for  trnfAtKx  and  Tf^otTot  in  the  Syriac  verfion  of 
the  Greek'  Teftament.     See  A8s  ii.  ig.  22.  43.  iv.  30. 
vii.  36.  XV. '12.  2  Cor.  xii.  12.     But  here  again,  the 
iiril  condition  fails,  for  /t^vft/Aif  is  rendered  by  U^^even 

in 
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in  ihofc  places  tvhere  there  is  moft  reafon  to   fuppofe 
'  that  ivpafjLt^  (igni(ies.  a  miracle,  ftich  as  Mark  vi.  5.  a 
text  on  which  our  author  grounds  one  of  his  principal 
arguments. 

6.  Our  author  here  alludes  to  a  work  entitled  Para- 
phrafis  und  Anmerkungen  uber  die  Briefe  PauJi  an  die 
Galater,   Ephefer,  &c.     Gottingen    1769.     The  note 

'  contains  nothing  more  than  an  explanation  of"  jv»«f*c; 
in  the  fen fe  here  given,  which  he  grounds  on  the  fol- 
lowing texts,  Matth.  xiv.  2.  Mark  vi.  5.  i  Cor.  ii.  4, 
Heb.  ii.  4. 

PAG£    8. 

7.  It  was  neceflary  to  retain   in  the  tranflation  the 
^  German  title,   becaufe  it  has  acquired  the  force  of  a 

proper  name,  in  the  fame  manner  as  Herbeiot  fiiblio- 
theque  Orientale.  It  is  a  periodical  publication  of  our 
author,  begun  in  1771 9  and  concluded  in  1783^  and 
coniifts  of  twenty-three  volumes,  befidcs  the  general  In- 
dex. It  was  renewed  in  1786,  under  the  title  Neuc 
'  Onentalifche  Bibliothek,  eight  volumes  have  been  pub- 

•  liftied,  and  the  work  is  ftill  continued.     Its  merits  are 
"  foo  generally  known  to  need  any  commendation.     In 

•  the  place,  to  which  he  refers,  he  gives  a  fliort  extraft 
from  Dr.  Seraler*s  Pjiraphrafe,  but  a  tranflation  of  it  is 
here  unneceffary,  as  the  Paraphrafe  itfelf  is  written  in 
Latin. 

8.  Dr.  Seroler,  who  died  March  14th,  ^79^9  was 
principal  Profeflbr  of  Divinity  in  the  Univerfity  of 
Halle. 

9.  But  as  our  author  himfelf  acknowledges  that  the 
conclufions  which  he  has  drawn  in  the  preceding  part 
of  this' feSion  depend  on  the  fuppofition  that  Dr.  Sem- 
ler^s  hypothesis  is  ungrounded,  a  (hort  confutation  of  it 
would  not  have  been  improper  even  on  the  prefent  oc- 
cafion,  efpecially  as  he  has  never  given  it  in  any  part 

♦  of  his  very  numerous  writings.  This  fubjeft  has  lately 
very  much  engaged  the  attention  of  the  learned,  and 
thofe  who  are  acquainted  with  German  literature  will 

find 
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find  the  tnoft  tn/bmiation    in  Eichhlirii^  AUgeiQ^ine 

Bibliothck,  Vol  IL  ,p.  757.  and  Paulus  Rjeperioriunji, 
Vol.  I.  p.  »66.  and  Vol.  II.  p.  273. 

10.  The  world  is  at  length  favoured  with  this  long 
expeded  comadentary  of  our  learned  author,  which  was 
btely  puUifhed  under  the  follawing  title:  MicbaeUs 
Aamerkungeii  zu  feiner  Ueberfetzung  <ks  Neuen  T^T- 
taxnents,  Vol.  3'*  Gottingen  fjgif  which  volume  coa- 
tains  his  notes  on  the  epiftles  to  the  Roaians,  Corio- 
ihians,  .Galatians,and  Ephcfians,  As  the  work  is  writ- 
ten in  German,  and  oar  author  has  in  fonie  Fefpefis,  al* 
tered  his  opinion  fince  the  publication  of  the  laft  edition 
of  his  IntroduQion  to  the  New  Teftament,  I  will  fub- 
join  a  (hort  extract,  becaufe  every  reader  aauft  be  curi- 
ous to  know  the  fentiments  of  fo  celebi^ted  a  writer,  on 
fo  important  a  fubjedt. 

P.  866,  26j.    '•  with  refpeQ  to  the  gifts  enumerated 
a  Cor.  xii.-  7 — 1 1.  and  there  :afciibed  to  the  operation 
of  the 'Spirit,  there  are  three  different  opinions,  i.  That 
they  were  all^  without  exception,  fupernatural.     This* 
opinion,  which  is  the  mod  antienc  and  moft  general, 
feems  at  firft  fight  to  he  the  moft  proh&ble,  for  it  is  faid> 
V.  11.  all  thefe  worketh  that  one  and  the  felf*faa»e  fpi-- 
rit.     It  is  really  difficult  to  give  any  other  explanation^ 
and  yet  on  the  other  hand  inconceivable  how  fuperna- 
tural endowments  could  have  been  abufed  in  the  man- 
ner which  we  find  defcribed  in  the  i4tb.  chapter.     Be- 
fides,  other  objeflions  may  be  made  to  this  opinion^ 
2.  That  fome  were  natural,   ethers  fupernatural^   but 
here  again  occurs  a  difficulty,  as  they  are  all  afcribed  to 
the  fame  fpirit.     3.  That  all  thefe  endowments  were 
natural.    This  opinion  leems  tome  to  be  improbable." 

Having  ftated  the  difficulties  attending  the  tvo  firft 
opinions,  and  objeded  to  the  laft  as  improbable,  he  de- 
livers, p.  268— a7 1,  his  own  fentiments.  He  abi4e3  by 
the  notion  that  certain  fupernatural  endowments  really 
exifted  in  the  (irft  Chriftian  communitiesi,  but  adniits 
that  the  numbct  ofemhuiiafts,  who  imagined  tb^flnfelv^a 
pofltffed  of  the  gift3  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  was  fujieriarta 

8  ibofii 
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ihofe  who  had  really  thcfe  endowments.  He  ihen  ex- 
amines their  abufe  in  the  Corinthian  community,,  atkl 
endeavours  to  explain  why  St.  Paul  treated  this  abufe 
with  To  much  lenity.  But  as  the  queftion  in  the  preient 
chapter  of  his  IntroduQion  to  the  N,  T.  relates  only  to 
the  Gift  of  Tongues,  I  will  confine  the  tranQation  of  his 
Commentary  to  what  he  fays  on  that  fubje£k. 

P.  071,  272.  "  Slill  more  extraordinary  is  the  ridi- 
culous diibrder  which  prevailed  in  the  Corinthian  cooi- 
munity  in  the  ufe  of  the  Gift  of  Tongues :  and  it  is 
.wholly  inconceivable  how  this  could  have  happenedyif 
all  thofe,  who  were  able  to  fpeak  foreign  languages^  had 
ireceived  their  knowledge  from  the  immediate  interpo* 
fition  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.    For  they  ufed  their  talents  in 
the  moft  irrational  manner,  and  merely  throtigh  often- 
tation,  without  the  lea'ft  benefit  either  to  theipfclvesoir 
their  hearers.    They  not  only  fpake  in  languages,  which 
no  one  of  the  community  underdood,  but  frequently 
when  no  interpreter  was  prefent  to  explain  their  meanp- 
ing  :  and  this  was  the  cafe  not  with  one,   two,  or  throe 
perfons.only,  though  even  this  mud  appear  eittraordji* 
nary^  but  a  very  great  number  of  fpeakefs  in  foreign 
languages,   under  xht  pretence  of  edification,   though 
really  with  a  view  of  exciting  aftonifhmem,  harangued 
in  this  aOembly  :  and  as  it  appears  that  feverai  fpake  pt 
the  fame  inftant,  the  unavoidable*  con feque nee   was  a 
general  confufion.     Can  we  fuppofe  then  that  perfops 
like  tbefe  were  under  the  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  ?. 
They  even  expeQed  that  the  whole  aflembly  flioiild  fay 
Amen  to  prayers,  which  they  were  unable  to  compre- 
hend, and,  what  is  ftill  more,  which  the  orators  tbem- 
felves  were  freqtjently  unable  to  explain.     Are  talents 
like  thefe  the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  ?'* 

He  then  proceeds  to  enumerate  the  feverai  inftances 
wh^re  the  gift  of  languages  was  communicated^  refer* 
ing  to  At\s  ii.  4 — 24.  x.  44 — 46.  xii.  15 — 18.  xv. 
7 — 9.  xix.  6|  and  adds,  "  I  doubt  not  that  in  the  Co- 
rinthian community  likewife  there  were  feme  perfons 
who  bad  received  this  gift." 

jp  Here 
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Here  are  feveral  circumilances  that  are  worthy  of  no* 
lice.     Our  author  produces  three  opinions  with  refpcft 
to  the  gifts  in  general  mentioned  in  the  firft  epiftle  to 
.  the  Corinthfans,  one  of  which  muft  neceflarily  be  adopt- 
ed :  but  he  rejefts  thelaft  as  improbable,  without  point- 
ing out  the  improbability,  and  at  the  fame  time  pro- 
duces arguments  to  (hew  the  improbability  of  the  two 
firft.    With  refpeft  to  the  Gift  of  Tongues  in  paittcular, 
as  it  exifted  in  the  Corinthian  community,  and  is  de- 
fcribed  in  the  fourteenth  chapter,   he  confeffes  that  St. 
Paul  cannot  poflibly  allude  to  perfons  who  were  under 
the  influence  of  the.  Holy  Spirit.     As  far  therefore  as 
relates, to  this  epiftle,  it  is  the  fame  as  if  no  perfon  in  that 
community   ha^i  received  the  power  of  (peaking  lan- 
guages by  fupernatural  means,   fmce  he  owns  that  the 
I4tb  chapter  applies  not  to  any  fuch  perfon.     Nor  does 
he  ground  his  opinion,  that  fome  few  of  the  Chriftians 
of  Corinth  had  really  this  talent,  on  the  epiftle  itfelf,  but 
gives  it  as  a  mere  indu6lion  from  the  pa(rages  which  be 
quotes  from  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles. 

11.  The  charafter  given  by  Luciah  to  the  Chrif- 
tians of  Syria,  in  the  place  to  which  our  author  refers,  is 
the    following:  isv  toiwv  va^iXS^if  tk  nc   aJIh^  -yong  kai 

rt^ytlfi^  av^ftoiroiy   xai  vfayfASKT^   ^nc^oti  ^uvafAfi^o^,  auliJca 
/xstKot  -erXsvioq  iv  (i(»X^^   iy^ydo  iiiulaig    ^vdfufroi^    iy^ayuy. 

It  feem.s  therefore  extraordinary  that  Lucian  (hould  be 
produced  as  an  evidence  in  their  favour. 
^12.   -/Efculapius. 

PAGE   g. 

13.  In  the  note  to  this  paffage  in  Reitz's  Lucian  is 
the  following  remark:  *  unde  zelus  Chriftianorum  in 
detegendis  fraudibus  et  impofturis  paiefcit :'  but  the 
queftion  in  our  author's  Introduction  relates  not  to  the 
incredulity  of  the  Chiiftians  in  the  heathen  mythology, 
which  the  very  name  of  Chriftian  neceflarily  implies,  but 
to  their  caution  in  regard  to  the  admifTion  of  fpurioiis 
writings  as  apoftolical.  Nor  can  this  pafl'age  from  Lu^ 
cian's  Alexander  or  Pfeucjomantis,  which  is  an  account 

^         '  of 
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of  the  artifices  praSifed  by  Alexander,  the  Caglloftro  of 
the  fecond  century,  be  produced  as  a  proof  of  Lucian's 
own  opinion,  for  he  relates  merely  as  an  hillorian  what 
was  faid  and  done  by  Alexander. 

14.  A6is  xxviii.  30.  tf^tipt  Si  0  n«uXo;  innav  oXnv  ty  ititfi 
^i(r5«/t4«T».  The  two  years  therefore  were  already  elapfed 
when  St.  Luke  finifhed  his  hiftory  :  hbw  rtiany  morel 
were  elapfed  it  is  difficult  to  determine  with  certainty^ 
See  Note  2.  to  chap.  iii.  {3. 

PAGE   10. 

15.  Other  paffages  are  fometimes  quoted  from  the 
epiftles  as  referring  to  the  prophecy  of  Chrift ;  but  fomc 
of  them  cannot  poffibly  allude  to  the  deftru£tion  of  Je- 
rufalem,efpecially  1  Theff.  iv.  14 — 18.  v.  1 — 4. 

PAGE  12- 

16.  TheexpreflGon  ufed  by  Titus  to  the  Jews  is  very 
remarkable,  ruffttrti  it  rov  v»o¥  v/aiv  xai  fAn  S'cXso-i.  Jofepbl 
Bell.  Judaic.  Lib.  VL  cap.  ii.  ^.  4. 

1 7.  To  prevent  miftakes  it  is  neceffary  to  obferve, 
that  though  our  author  quotes  Dr.  Lefs*s  Truth  of  the 
Chriftian  Religion,  he  means  in  fafct  his  Hiftory  of  Reli- 
gion, both  books  having  been  formerly  publifhed  under 
the  fame  title.  Dr.  Lefs-s  evidence  for  the  authenticity 
of  the  New  Teftament  is  contained  in  his  Gefchichte  der 
Religion,  or  Hiftory  of  Religion,  p.  485 — 634.  of  the 
a*,  ed.  printed  at  Gottingen  in  1786.  It  would  be  im- 
poflible  to  give  an  at)ridgement  of  it  in  thefe  notes,  as  the 
author  himfelf  is  very  concife,  but  the  whole  deferves  to 
be  tranflated  in  a  fepar^te  work. 

*  PAGE  13. 

1 8.  This  fingle  view  may  be  likewife  had  in  the  works 
of  Dr.  Lardner,  Vol.  V«  p.  341 — 419* 
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1.  In  the  German  original,  Vol.  XXXI.  is  an  erra-    ^ 
turn  for  Vol.  XXI. 

3.  Letter  V.  Vol.  II.  p.  345 — 351.  of  the  4*^  ^dit. 

PAGE   15. 

3.  The  refult  of  this  inveftigaiion  is  the  following. 
From  the  epiftle  of  Barnabas  no  inference  can  be  de- 
duced that  he  had  read  any  part  of  the  N.  T.  From  the 
genuine  epiftle,  as  it  is  called,  of  Clement  of  Rome,  it 
may  be  inferred  that  Clement  had  read  the  firft  epiftle 
to  the  Corinthians.  From  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas  no 
inference  whatfoever  can  be  drawn.  From  the  epiftles 
of  Ignatius  it  may  be  concluded  that  he  had  read  Sc« 
PauPs  epiftle  to  the  Ephefians,  and  that  there  exifted  in 
his  time  evangelical  writings^  thouigh  it  cannot  be  (hewn 
that  he  has  quoted  from  theixi*  From  PoJycarp's  epiftle 
to  the  Philippians  it  appears  that  he  Jiad  heard  of  St. 
Paul's  epiftle  to  that  community,  andltbat  he  quotes  a 
paflage  which  is  in  the  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians, 
and  another  which  is  in  the  epiftle  to  the.  Ephefians :  but 
no  pofitive  concluGon  can  be  drawn  with  refped  to  any 
other  epiftle,  or  any  of  the  four  GofpeJs.  Dr.  Lefs  him- 
felf  obferves,  that  this  cai;\did  confelFion  maft  deprive  the 
adv^rfaries  of  Cbriftianity  of  a  really  formidable  objec- 
tion,  and  make  them  more  ready  to  admit  fuch  argu- 
ments for  the  authenticity  of  the  N;  T.  as  are  founded 
on  truth.  Lefs  Gefchichte  der  Religion,  p.  503 — 537. 
ed.  1786. 

4.  This  objeftion  made  by  the  Orthodox  to  the 
Manichaeans,  which  appears  fomewbat  obfcure,  may  be 
explained  by*  the  two  following  paffages  from.  Beaufpbre 
'ii'\&.  de  Manicf)6e>t  du  Manicheifme^  Tom.  I.  p.  291. 
nos  heretiques  recevorem  lesqu^tre  evatgiles,  and  again, 
p.  296.  its  nioient  que  les  Evangiles  ayant  ete  ecrits  par 

-  les  auteurs  dont  ils  portent  les  noms.     For  want  of  at« 

tention 
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tentioa  to  this  accurate  diftinQion  of  Beaufobre,  Mo- 
fheftn,  in  his  Coaimentary  de  rebus  Chriftianorum  ante 
Conftantinum  M.  p.  749.  has  attempted  to  confute 
Beaufobre,  where  no  confutation  was  neceflary. 

PAGE  i6. 

5.  See  Lardner's  Works^  Vol*  III.  p.  495. 

6.  Luke  xiii.  29.  The  objedlion  which  Fauftus  makes 
10  St.  Luke  h  found  indeed  in  that  chapter  of  Auguftinus 
contra  Fauftum,  to  which  our  siuthor  refers ;  but  thel 
quotation,  which  immediately  follows,  is  taken  from  the 
preceding  chapter. 

PAGE  17. 

7.  See  Mofheim  de  rebus  Chriftianorum  ante  Con- 
ftantinum M.  p.  746 — 750. 

8.  If  Bcaufobre,  Vol.  I.  p.  298.  really  expreffes  this 
opinion,  which  is  however  a  matter  of  doubt,  he  dire6tly 
contradicts  what  he  had  faid  in  general  terms,  and  with-* 
out  making  any  exception,  p.  294.    See  above  Note  4. 

r 
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9.  Though  no  inference  can  be  drawn  from  this  paf* 
fage  that  Fauftus  admitted  the  authenticity  of  St.  John's 
Gofpel,  becaufehe  might  have  ufed  an  afgumenturo  ad 
hoininem,  yet  10  conclude  from  it,  with  our  author,  that 
he  denied  its  authenticity,  is  equally  ungrounded ;  and 
Fauftus  even  fupports  on  the  filenceof  St.  John,  his  ob- 
jeftion  to  the  relation  of  St.  Matthew. 

PAGE  19. 

10.  Beaufobre,  who  devoted  a  great  part  of  his  life  to 
the  ftudy  of  Manicheifpa,  is  of  a  different  opinion,  for  he 
fays,  Oft  a  de  bonnes  raifons  de  croire  que  Manes  favoit 
la  langue  Grecque.  See  the  reafons  wiiich  he  has  alleged 
in  bis  Hiftoire  de  Manichee  et  du  Mamcheifnfte,  Tom. 
I.  p.  95. 

Z  2  PAGE 
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11.  If  we  may  credit  the  accounts  of  Erarmus,  Au- 
guftin  himfeir  was  in  the  very  fame  predicament,  ^  Au* 
guftinus  Graece  nefciit,  aut,  fiquid  attigit,  non  magna- 
pere  fuit  ufui  ad  Grscorum  commentarios  evolvendos^ 
Erafmi  Epift.  ad  Eckium,  Lib.  II.  £p.  26.  Tom.  III. 
p.  98.  ed.  Baflleae  1540,  folio.  [Indeed  Auguftin  him- 
(elf  confefles  that  he  knew  little  or  nothing  of  Greek. 
'^  Ego  quidem  Grxcac  linguae  perparum  alTecutus  Xum 
et  prope  nihil."    Auguftinus  contra  Petilianum,  Lib.  II. 

12.  This  quotation  is  taken  from  Auguftinus  contra 
Fauftum,  Lib.  XVI L  cap.  1. 

PACE  21. 

* 

13.  See  Moflieini  de  rebus  Chriftian,  ante  Conftant. 
M.  p.  755 — 829,  and  Beaufobre  Hift.  dc  Manichee, 
Tom.  I.  p.  465. 

14.  Fauftus,  though  he  denied  the  authenticity  of  the 
four  Gofpels,  ftill  profeffed  himfelf  a  follower  of  Chrift, 
and  faid  that  he  was  indebted  to  Manes  for  his  being  a 
Chriftian.  ^  Quare  indeficientes  ego  pracceptori  meo 
refero  gratias,  qui  me  fimiliter  labantem  retinuit  utefTem 
odie  Chriftianus. 

Auguftinus  contra  Fauftum,  Lib.  XIX»  cap.  5. 

15.  For  an  account  of  the  Manichasan  criticifm  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  fee  Beaufobre  Hift.  de  Manicfa^e^ 
Tom.  1.  p.  299—301. 

PAGE  22. 

i6«  Contra  Fauftum,  Lib.  XXXIIL  cap.  6v 

PAGE  23. 

17.  Namely,  in  the  public  difpute,  which  he  heM  at 
Cafcar  in  Mefopotamia  with  Archelaus,  bifhopoftbat 
city.  See  the  Ada  difputationis  Archelai  epifcopi  Me- 
fopotamiae  cum  Manete,  ed.  Zaccagni^  Romac  16989  4to« 
See  alfo  on  this  fubjed  Beaufobre  Hift.  de  Manichee, 

Difcour^ 
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Difcours  preliminaire,  p.  5.  and  Liv.  I.  ch.  9,  10,  12, 
13.  compared  with  Mofheim  de  rebus  Chriitian.  ante 
Conftant.  M.  p.  719.  A  lift  of  the  writings  compofed 
by  Manes  may  be  feen  in  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  II !• 
p.  430 — 437,  but  they  are  no  longer  extant^wcept  a 
fragment  of  the  Latin  tranflation  of  his  Epiftola  funda- 
menti  preferved  in  the  eflay  of  Auguftin  againft  this 
epiftle,  and  two  Greek  fragments  printed  in  Fabricii  Bib- 
iiotheca  Gr«ca,  Tom.  L  p.  281 — 285. 
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1.  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  a  writer  of  the  fourth  cen- 
tury^  as  well  as  Eufebius,  has  made  the  very  fame  divi- 
(ion  of  the  books  of  the  New  Teftameni  in  an  Iambic 
poem  addreifed  to  Seleucus  (Gregorii  Nazianzeni  Opera^ 
Tom.  IL  p.  194.  ed.  Colonienfis,  1680.) 

H  at(Jk¥ov  oyofAot  rnt  ypetfy^i  xfXTtj/btf»iii> 
£ft0'i»  yetg^  fio'iv  i0'0'  •Tf  ^tvitt^VfAOi 

Even  fo  early  as  the  time  of  Origen,  this  triple  divifion 
took  place^  for  fpeaking  of  the  book  called  Kn^uy/A*  lIi- 
Tf»  (Origenis  Comment,  in  Joannem,  Tom.  XIV.  in 
princip.  Tom.  2.  p.  2ii«  ed.  Huetii  Colonienfis)  he  has 
the  following  obfervation,  t^Qa^oAi^  vi(t  ra  |3iCAft8,  orolf^ o» 
voTi  yi^nrAtv  iri»>  n  »o9ov^  n  /aiktovj  where  /4ixto»  correfponds 
to  the  a»TiAsy«/*fvoy  of  Eufebius^  and  the  i/tt/Afffov  of  Gre- 
gory. 

PA<3B    24. 

2.  Eufebius  has  been  frequently  cenfured  for  having 
ufcd  a¥TiX%yofAwx  in  a  very  indeterminate  manner^  fome- 
limes  as  oppofed  both  to  •lAsXcyMfAiya  and  veO^r,  at  other 

«3 
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tioies  as  comprehending  the  latter.  Perhaps  he  t^nnot 
wholly  be  relcucd  from  the  charge  of  inaccuracy  :  but  if 
we  reflcS  that  the  notions  expreffed  by  the  words  *  ge^ 
nuine'  and  ^  fpurious'  refemble  two  fixed  points,  and  that 
cqpveyed  by  the  term  'uhcertainj'a  moveable  point  that 
vibrates  between  them^it  is  no  wonder  iFits  relation  va- 
ries in  proportion  as  it  approaches  to,  or  recedes  from 
.one  or  the  other. 

3.  See  Eufcbii  Hid.  ^cclcf.  Lib.  III.  cap«  39. 

4.  Our  author  has  fhewn  greau^udgement  in  con- 
fining his  general  demonftration  t^  the  ofAoXoynfAivA^  for 
had  he  included  the  mvriXtyefAna^  hh  conclufions  would 
have  been  vague  and  indecifive.  The  force  of  his  argu- 
ments, when  applied  to  the  Brft  clafs,  confifts  in  the  fol- 
lowing circumftance,  that  when  a  book  is  fhewn  to  have 
been  uni-verfally  received  as  genuine,  it  muft  have  Been 
acknowledged  as  fuch  by  thpfe  perfons  or  communities, 
to  whom  it  was  immediately  addrcfled,  on  whofe  evi- 
dence the  whole  depends.  But  they  are  wholly  inappli- 
cable to  the  fecond  clafs,  becaufe  among  thofe  who 'de- 
nied the  authenticity  of  a  book  of  the  N.  T.  might  be 
thofe  very  perfons,  whofe  teflimony  alone  could  deter- 
mine the  truth.  The  particular  arguments  for  the  au- 
thenticity of  aifTiX«y«/tAfy«,  will  be  given  in  the  fecond  part. 
The  reader  will  likewife  obferve  the  clearnefs  and  preci- 
fion  with  which  our  author  has  arranged  his  feveral  ar- 
guqnents  in  the  following  feftions  of  this  chapter.   Perhaps 

'the  general  proof  of  the  authenticity  of  the  New  Tcfta- 
ment  was  never  flated  in  a  more  forcible  manner. 

PAGE    28. 

* 

5.  Thi%  is  a4miraWy  difpiayed  by  i^ardncr.  Vol.  VII. 

^  JO— ^37- 
PAGE   29. 

6.  Sec  Lardncr^s  Works,  Vol.  VII.  p.  29. 

:.  f.  Even  the  learned  Origcn  was  rellrained  with  dif- 
ficuhy  from  rufhing  into  an  unneceflary  and  voluntary 
martyrdom*    See  Et^f^bii  HiiV.  Ecclef.  Lib»  VL  cap,  a. 

*    8.  Our 
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8*  Our  author  underftands,  with  Grottus  and  Simon, 
by  jSatta^/moc  v*t(  ptKpm,  I  Cor.  xv.  29.  a  vicarioujs  bap- 
tifai  for  the  dead.  Whether  this  vicarious  baptifn^  was 
pradifed  in  the  (irft.century  and  meant  by  the  Apoftle, 
it  is  difficult  at  prefent  to  determine^  and  Dr.  TeUer,  one 
of  the  mod  fenfible  Expoiitors  of  the  New  TeftMient, 
candidly  confeiTeS)  that  he  \s  unable  to  Comprehend  the 
meaning  of  the  paflage.  This  however  is  certiin)  that 
the  cuftom  was  not  Unknown  in  the  fourth  century,  as 
appears  from  C(yyfo(tom's  fortieth  Hontiity  to  the  firft 
epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  :  and  in  the  fame  century^  it 
was  not  un^fual  to  defer  Baptifm  till  the  approach  of 
death,  and  if  the  patient  died  fuddenly,  to  baptife  even 
the  deceafed.  See  the  eighteenth  rule  of  the  Council  of 
Carthage,  held  a.d.  419.  in  the  Codex  Canoham  eccle«» 
fift  Africanse,  p.  340.  ed.  Jaftelli.  Parifiis,  1661, 4^^ 


S     E     C     T.       IV. 

FACE    30. 

1.  The  two  folio  wing  feftions  form  only  one  in  the 
original  German,  which  I  have  divided,  becaufe  the  for- 
mer part  contains  a  ft^tement  of  the  queftions  to  be  ex- 
amined in  the  remaining  fe3ions  of  this  chapter,  the  lat- 
ter part  an  examination  of  the  6rft  of  thefe  queftions. 

S     E    C    T^      VI. 


PAGE   32. 

I.  Sec  Note  3.  to  Seft.  2.  of  this  Chapter.  The  rea- 
fon  why  our  author  has  not  quoted  Clement  will  appear 
from  the  latter  part  of  this  fetlion. 

2«  Not  only  the  adverfaries,  but  alfo  the  friends  of 
Chrifttanity  have  fufpeSed  the  authenticity  of  the  writ- 
ings afcribed  to  the  apoftolic  fathers,  notwithflanding  the 
immenfe  erudition  bellowed  on  them  by  Cotelier,  UTher, 
Pearfon^  Le  Clerc,  and  others  at  the  end  of  th$  laft,  andi 

z  4  begin- 
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Iteginning  of  the  prefent  century.     Lardner  has  dearlf 
fiiewn  that  all  the  works  of  Clementare  fpurious,  except 
his  firft  epiille  to  the  Corinthians ;  but  even  that  is  fuC- 
pe3ed  by  our  author,  and  Dr.  Semler,  who  has  made  a 
more  particular  ftudy  of  eccieiiaftical  hiftory  perhaps  than 
any  man  that  ever  lived,  doubts  the  authenticity  of  all 
the  writings  afcribed  to  the  apoftolic  fathers.     See  Sem- 
]eri  Hi(K  Ecclef.  feleda  capita,  Tom.  I.  p.  85.Commen- 
tarii  Hiftoricide  antiquo  Chriftianorum  ftatu,  Tom.  I# 
p.  39,  40.  and  his  Novas  ObCervatione^  qpibus  ftudio- 
fius  illuftrantur  potiora  capita  hifL  et  rel.  Cbrift.  ufque 
ad  Conftantinum,  p.  15,  24,  40.     This  at  lead  is  cer- 
tain, that  paflages  are  found  in  theie  writings,  which  from 
the  nature  of  thp  fubje3s  could  not  have  exifted  in  the 
firft  century,  ancl  if  they  prove  not  the  whole  to  be  fpu- 
liou$,  they  prove  at  leaft^  that  thefe  writings  have  been  fo 
interpolated,  as  to  make  it  difficult  to  diftinguifli  what  is 
genuine  from  what  is  falfe. 

3.  The  Works  of  Papias  are  no  longer  ei^tant,  and 
his  evidence  for  the  authenticity  of  certain  books  of  thf: 
New  Teftament,  viz.  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Mark,  the  firil  epiftle  of  St.  John,  and  the  firft  epiftle  of 
$t.  Peter,  depends  on  the  relation  of  Eufebius,  Hift. 
Ecclef.  Lib.  III.  cap.  39.  Compare  Gardners  Works, 
Vol.  II.  p.  106 — 115.  with  Semler's  Novae^  Obferva* 
iione§,  p.  95. 

4.  See  Fabricii  Bibl.  Grseca,  Tom.  V.  p.  51 — 67. 
Mofheim  de  rebus  Chriftian.  ante  Conftantinum  M.  p, 
32a.  Lardner*s  Works,  Vol.  II.  p.  115 — I2j.  andSemr 
ler's  Novge  Obferv.  p.  2;^^  34. 

The  frequent,  though  not  conftant  difference  between 
tbequotatiQns  of  Juttin  Martyr,  taken  from  what  he 
calls  Aff'b/xfrii/Aoircv/'AATA  TMir  hw9f^hm  (for  he  has  not  men^ 
tioned  either  the  four  Gofpels  in  particular,  or  the  names 
QJi  the  Evangelifts,  though  he  feldom  quotes  from  a  book 
of  the  Qld  Teftament  without  naming  the  author)  and 
^hofe  paffage^  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  irom  which  they 
;are  fuppo(ed  to  be  taken,  is  a  fubjed,  that  has  long  en^ 
^agi^d  the  atcenpon  pf  tb^  kj^rned^  and  various  bypotbefes 

have 
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liave  been  formed^  to  account  for  fo  extraordinary  a  phae« 
nomenon.     But  none  of  them  contribute  in  the  lead  to 
explain  the  difficulty,  except  that  of  Stroth,  a  very  learned 
and   ingenious  German,    whofe  elTay  on  this  fubjefk  is' 
printed  in  the  firft  volume  of  Eichhorn's  Repertoriura. 
Mr.  Stroth  contends,  that  Juftin  took  not  his  quotations 
from  the  four  Gofpels,  but  from  the  Gofpel  according  to 
the  Hebrews,  which  was  written  in  the  dialed  of  Palef- 
tine,  and  was  in  general  ufe  among  the  Chriftians  of  the 
Eafti  of  which  Dr.  Rofenmiiller,  in  his  Scholia  in  N.  T. 
Tom.  I.  p.  4.  ed.  3.  fays,   Strothius  vir  celeberrimus 
baud  contemnendisrationibus  probat  ufum  tfft  Juftinum 
eo,  quod  non  tantum  Nazaraeis  et  Ebionxis,    fed  et 
omnibus   primae   actatis  Chriflianis   Palaeftinenfibus  in 
ufu  fuiife  videtur,  Evangelio  fecundum  Hebraeos.    It  is 
true,  that  if  the  force  of  thef<^  arguments  be  admitted 
(and  they  feem   really  convincing)  we  cannot  produce 
Jullin  as  an  evidence  for  the  four  Gofpels,  but  on  the 
other  hand  no  inference  can  be  deduced  to  their  difad- 
vantage,  fince  no  man  would  conclude,  that  the  Annals 
Ind  Hiftories  afcribed  to  Tacitus  are  fpurious,  becaufe 
Aulus  Gellius  has  never  quoted  from  his  writings,  though 
frequently  from  thofe  of  Suetonius.*    In  faft,  the  hypo- 
thefis  of  Mr.  Stroth  is  a  real  advantage  to  iheNewTef- 
tament,  for  if  Juftin  really  took  his  quotations  from  the 
four  Gofpels^  and  the  works  of  Juiiin  be  genuine^  the 
Gofpels  themfelves  muft  have  defcended  to  us  in  a  very 
corrupt  ftate  :  and  it  is  furely  more  advifable  to  give  up 
a  fingle  evidence,  when  no  injury  arifes  from  its  lofs, 
ihan  to  retain  it  at  the  expence  of  the  facred  writings 
themfelves. 

5.  In  the  twelve  volumes  of  the  fecond  part  of  his 
Credibility  of  the  Gofpel  Hiftory,  Vol.  II.  III.  IV.  V. 
of  the  ed.  of  1788,  where  the  author,  with  immcnfe  la- 
bour and  erudition,  has  produced  che  whole  feries  of 
evidence  for  ?he  authenticity  of  the  N.  T.  from  the  time 
of  the  apoftolic  fathers  down  to  the  middle  of  the  ninth 
/century. 

j5.  in  bis  Gefchichte  der  Ileligion,  or  Hiftory  of  Re- 

8  ,  ligion. 
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ligion,  p.  485—634.  Dr.  Lefs  has  clofed  bis  evidence 
with  Origen,  and  indeed  further  teftiroony  is  unnecef- 
fary,  as  that  learned  father  has  quoted  from  almoft  every 
part  of  the  New  Teftaraent.  It  ihould  be  particiilarly 
obferved,  that  Dr.  Lefs  has  made  an  accurate  diftindion 
between  two  queftions  that  are  often  confounded: 

Firft,  That  of  the  Authenticity  of  the  N.  T.  i,  e.  whe* 
ther  the  books  of  the  N.  T.  were  written  by  the  perfons 
to  whom  they  are  afcribed.  For  this  we  have  two  kinds 
of  evidence,  external  and  internal.  The  external^  which 
confifts  of  the  teRimonies  of  ancient  writers,  forms  the 
fubjeft  of  the  prefent,  and  three  following  fetiions :  the 
internal  is  examined  in  the  three  lad  feflions  of  thi^ 
chapter, 

.  Second,  That  of  the  Credibilitv  of  the  N.  T.  i.  e.  ad- 
mitting  Matthew,  Mark,  &c.  to  be  the  authors,  the  ere* 
dit  due  to  their  accounts.  The  former  is  Ihewn  by  Dr. 
Lefs,  in  his  Gefchichte  der  Religion^  p.  485 — 634.  the 
latter,  p.  648—695. ;  alfo  by  Dr.  Harwood,  in  his  In- 
troduSion  to  the  N.  T.  Vol.  L  ch.  i.  feft.  2.  Dr. 
Lardner,  though  he  has  ufed  the  tide  ^  Credibility,*  h^ 
in  the  twelve  volumes  of  the  fecond  part  produced 
chiefly  the  external  evidence  for  the  former  of  thefe 
queftions.  In  the  firft  part  he  has  produced  the  evi- 
dence for  the  latter  queftion,  as  he  has  done  alfo  in  his 
fifth  and  fixth  fermons  printed  in  Vol.  X.  ed.  1788. 

PACE  33. 

7.  Our*  author  means  perhaps,  that  it  was  not  the 
praftice  of  profane  writers  in  that  age  to  tranfcribe  long 
paflages  :  for  (imple  quotations,  or  allufions  to  the  works 
of  other  authors,  were  very  common  in  the  firft, .  and 
beginning  of  the  fecond  century,  as  appears  from  the 
writings  of  the  elder  Pliny,  Quintilian,  Plutarch,  &c« 
See  Fabricii  Biblioth,  Lat,  Tom.  II.  p.  209 — 239.  879 
— 319.  ed.  Ernefti,  and  Fabricii  Bibliotb.  Craeca,  Tom* 

IV.  p.  374—392. 

8.  This  omilfion  appears  more  formidable .  to  oar 
author  than  it  really  deferves ;  for,  if  Clement  quoted 

not 
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not  St.  Paul's  firft  cpiftle  to  the  Corinthians  in  writing 
on  the  fubjeft  of  the  RefurreQion,  the  only  inference 
that  can  be  deduced,  is  that  he  had  never  feen  it,  not 
that  the  epidle  at  that  time  did  not  exift.  IF  Clement's 
epiftle  be  genuine,  it  muft  have  been  written  within 
twenty  or  thirty  years  after  St.  Paul  wrote  his  firft  epiftle 
to  the  Corinthians,  and  long  before  the  feveral  parts  of 
the  New  Teftament  were  coUefted  into  a  volume.  It  is 
probable,  that  many  years  elapfed  before  the  particular 
cpiftles,  which  St.  Paul  had  written  to  the  different  com^- 
munities,  were  known  to  the  Chriftians  in  general :  each 
epiftle  alludes  to  circumftancesof  time  and  place,  which 
were  lefs  intelligible,  and  lefs  interefting  to  other  com- 
munities, than  to  that  to  which  it  was  immediately  ad- 
drefied ;  and  as  the  Ronian  Chriftians  had  themfelves 
received  an  cpiftle  from  St.  Paul,  they  were  perhaps  lefe 
anxious  to  know  what  he  had  written  toothers.  Befides, 
the  primitive  Chriftians  were  in  general  poor,  notwith- 
ftanding  Clement  has  been  dignified  with  the  title  of 
Bifhop  and  Pope ;  tranfcripts  were  attended  with  ex- 
pence;  the  difficulty  of  communication  in  thofe  ages  in- 
finitely greater  than  at  prefent  \  and  when  we  refleft  that, 
though  the  modern  art  of  priming  facilitates  the  diftri- 
bution  of  copies  in  the  higheft  poffible  degree,  yet  many 
of  the  moft  valuable  productions  of  Germany,  notexcept- 
ing  thofe  written  in  Latin,  are  hardly  known  in  England, 
it  is  eafy  to  conceive  that  Clement  had  never  feen  per- 
haps the  greateft  part  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles.  Thefe  re- 
marks are  not  defigned  as  arguments,  that  St.  Paul's  firft 
epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  was  aftually  unknown  to  Cle- 
ment, but  merely  to  remove  the  apprehenfions,  which 
might  arife,  if  the  contrary  were  true. 

PAGE  35. 

9.  I  have  abridged  the  latter  part  of  this  fe6lion,  as 
it  is  extreinety  tedious  in  the  original,  and  contains  no- 
thing more  than  a  repetition  of  our  author's  fufpicions, 
that  Clement's  epiftle  is  a  forgery,  which  he  grounds  on 
no  other  argument,  than  the  above-mentioned  omiflion. 

But 
9 


g64  MOTKS  TO  CHAP.  II.  SECT.  VII. 

But  this  very  circumftance  naight  be  rather  applied  as  an 
argument  for  its  authenticity,  at  leaft  that  it  was  not 
forged  with  a  view  of  producing  evidence  for  the  anti- 
quity of  the  New  Teftament^  fince  in  that  cafe  the  allu- 
fions  would  have  been  more  circumftantial.  Dr.  Lard- 
ner,  who  rejeSs  the  other  writings  of  Clement,  has  very 
ably  defended  the  authenticity  of  the  epiftle  in  queftion. 
Vol.  II.  p.  0,2 — 29.  Another  argument  which  has  been 
hitherto  overlooked,  may  be  taken  from  the  circum- 
ftance, that  only  a  (ingle  manufcript  is  extant  of  this 
epiftle,  for  had  it  been  forged  in  later  ages  with  a  view 
of  anfwering  fome  panicular  purpofe^  it  is  probable  that 
care  would  have  been  taken  to  diftribute  a  confiderable 
number  of  copies. 

10.  The  date  of  Wetftein's  edition  of  the  two  epiftles 
of  Clement,  taken  from  a  Syriac  manufcript,  I  have  left 
unaltered,  becaufe  an  edition  of  that  year  may  be  known 
to  our  author,  though  I  have  never  heard  of  it.  It  ap* 
pears  however  to  be  an  erratum,  for  Wetftein  firft  pub- 
liOiedthem  at  the  end  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  in  175^9 
and  again  feparately  in  1754;  at  all  events  the  date  is 
improperly  chofen,  (ince  a  work  publiihed  in  1775  could 
not  have  been  anfwered  in  1753.  See  Watchii  Biblio- 
theca  Patriftica,  p.  212.  Dr.  Lardner's  Diflertation  is 
printed  in  the  laft  volume  of  his  works,  p.  197 — 225. 

SECT.       VII. 

FA€E  35. 

I.  It  is  true  that  Dr.  Lardner  has  taken  little  notice 
of  thofe,  who  are  called  heretics,  in  his  Credibility  of 
the  Gofpel  Hiftory ;  but  be  has  written  a  particular  trea- 
tife  on  this  fubje^,  which  was  not  publiihed  till  1780, 
after  the  death  of  the  learned  writer,  and  is  perhaps  for 
that  reafon  unknown  to  our  author.  It  is  contained  in 
the  ninth  volume  of  bis  works,  p,  219 — ^iS. 
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PACE   36. 

a.  For  an  account  of  Ccrintbus  fee  Eufebii  Hift. 
Ecclef.  Lib.  III.  cap.  q8.  Moflieim  de  rebus  Chrift* 
ante  Conftant.  M.  p.  196 — 202.  and  Lardner's  Works, 
Vol  IX.  p.  319— 330. 

3.  Tom.  I.  p.  113.  ed.  Petavii  Coloniae  1682, 

4.  Namely  a  part  of  the  above-mentiotied  paflfage 
from  Epiphanius,  00*0^  sv  pojt*^  Jixais^d'f  rmi  ;^ftpiro;  f^i^f 
r«Ti  is  taken  from  Galat.  v,  4,  To  do  juftice  to  this 
argument,  we  muft  recoIle£t  that  the  quotation  is  not 
made  by  Cerinibus,  but  by  Epipbanius,  who  relates, 
that  the  Cerinthians  rejefted  the, authority  of  St.  Paul, 
becaufe  he  preached  the  do6trine  contained  in  this  quoted 
paflage.  It  follows  therefore  that  the  Cerinthians  were 
acquainted  with  St.  Paul's  doftrine,  not  (from  the  rela- 
tion of  Epipbanius  alone)  that  they  had  feen  his  epiflle 
to  the  Gaiatians.  Were  any  writings  now  extant  of  this 
fliQrt*lived  fe^t,  the  queftion  might  be  determined  with 
greater  certainty. 

5.  If  we  may  credit  the  accounts  of  Epipbanius, 
they  adopted   only  a   part   of  St.   Matthew's  Gofpel, 

oXy,  Haeref.  28.  cap.  v.  Tom.  I.  p.  113.  ed.  Colon.  . 

6.  At^oyvoti  f^iv  XA»  ct\)T9i  TO  xffTflb  MotrSanoy  tvayyiXioy^ 
rartf  yaf  ttai  autoi,  u^  xai  01  xatm  Kfi^t^d'ovy  ^^^ayvt^i  /MOkw^ 
xoXadTi  ii  auro  Kxrot  £|3pai8(,  Ha^r.  30.  cap.  iii.  3.  Tom.  I. 
p.  127.  ed.  Colon.     And  again,  cap.  13.  iv  t»  yau  vaf 

fifotrtf  aXX»  yt¥0^iV[Aiytf  xai  txgUTVipiA(r[4.tm^  x.  r.  X.      Indeed 

CO  judge  from  the  fpecimen  which  Epiphanius  has  given 
in  this  chapter,  the  Ebionite  Gofpel,  according  to  the 
Hebrews,  muft  have  differed  confiderably  from  our  ca- 
nonical Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew.  It  is  from  this  Gofpel, 
according  to  the  Hebrews,  or,  as  it  is  fometimes  called, 
of  the  twelve  Apoftles,  that  Mr.  Stroth  contends  that 
Juftin  Martyr  has  takea  bis  quotations. 

PACE  37. 

7.    The    paffage  which    our  author    has    produced 

from 
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from  Epiphanius,  to  fhew  tbat  the  Ebionites  were  ac- 
quainted with  Sl  Paul's  epifties,  feems  to  warrant  no 
fuch  concluGon,  and  if  it  proves  any  thing,  proves  ra- 
ther the  authenticity  of  the  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles,  be* 
caufe  Epiphanius  relates  tbat  the  Ebionites  appealed  to  a 
declaration  of  St.  Paul>  which  is  recorded  Ads  xxi.  39. 
No  man  will  deny  that  St.  Paul's  doQrine,  with  refped 
to  the  abolition  of  the  Mofaic  law,  was  known  to  the 
Ebionites,  and  that  they  refufed  on  that  account  to  ac- 
knowledge him  as  a  divine  Apoftle :  but  to  conclude 
from  thefe  premifes  that  they  had  feen,  or  even  heard 
of  thofe  particular  epiftles  which  he  wrote  to  the  inha-  * 
bitants  of  Afia  Minor,  Greece,  and  Italy,  is  an  inference 
which  is  hardly  admiffible.  It  is  likewife  a  matter  of 
doubt,  whether  the  Ebionites,  whofe  language  was  Syro- 
Chaldee,  would  have  underftood  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  even 
if  they  had  feen  them.  •  The  paflage  in  Eufebius,  to 
which  our  author  likewife  refers,  is  more  fatisfadory. 

PAGE  38.    ' 

8.  See  Moflieim  de  rebus  Chrift.  ante  Conftantinum 
M.  p.  401 — 410.  and  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  IX.  p.  358 

— 415- 

9.  See  Millii  Prolegomena,  p.  35,  36.  of  the  Oxford 

edition,  feft.  307—327.  ed  Kiifter. 
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10.  Epiphanius,  in  his  42*.  herefy,  has  produced  a 
lift  of  paffages  which  he  fays  had  been  wilfully  corrupted 
by  Marcion,  and  which,  with  the  anfwers,  take  up  not 
lefs  tlian  fixty-two  folio  pages.  But  as  the  zealous  father 
ungeneroufly  afcribed  the  worft  of  motives  to  thofe  who 
differed  from  his  opinion,  it  is  at  leaft  a  matter  of  doubt 
whether  the  charge  be  grounded.  Dr.  Loeffler  has  writ- 
ten a  learned  differtation,  entitled,  Marcionem  Pauli 
epiftolas  et  Lucae  Evangelium  adulterafl'e  dubitatur. 
Trajefli  ad  Viadrum  1788. 

.    SECT. 


J«OTES  TO  CHAP.  H.  SECT.   VI 11.  367 

SECT.       VIII. 

PAGE  40. 

1.  The  Works  of  Celfus  are  no  longer  extant,  and  the 
only  remaining  fragments  are  thofe  detached  quotiitions 
from  his  treatife  entitled  AXu^u^  Xeyo?,  which  Origen  has 
given  in  his  eight  books  contra  Celfum. 

PAGE  41. 

2.  This  is  the  common  refuge  of  the  antient  fathers, 
who  made  no  fcruple,  when  prefled  by  their  adverfaries, 
to  lay  the  charge  to  thofe  whom  they  branded  with  the 
title  of  heretic.  But  candour  ^nd  impartiality  oblige  us 
to  admit  with  great  caution  accufations  of  this  nature, 
as  we  have  evidence  on  only  one  fide  of  the  queftion,  it 
having  been  formerly  the  policy  pf  the  ruling  party  to 
fupprefs.ihe  writings  of  their  adverfaries.  This  fubje£l 
will  be  more  fully  confidered  in  the  Chapter  of  Various 
Readings. 

PAGE  42. 

3.  Our  author  means  thofe  only  which  Porphyry 
wrote  againft  the  Chriftian  religion,  fome  of  his  other 
works,  fuch  as  his  Lives  of  Pythagoras,  and  Plotinus, 
&c.  being  ftill  extant.  See  Fabricii  Bibl.  Grseca^  Toml 
IV.  cap.  xxxvii. 

4.  Without  making  fo  dear  a  facrifice,  it  is  poffible 
that  this  wifh  of  our  author  may  be  one  day  gratified, 
for  according  to  the  accounts  of  Ifaac  Voflius,  a  raanu- 
fcript  of  the  works  of  Porphyry  is  preferved  in  the  Me- 
dicean  library  at  Florence,  but  kept  fo  fecret  that  no 
one  is  permitted  to  fee  it.  Memini  Saivium  dixifle,  fpem 
fibi  fadiam  talis  libri,  fed  pretio  ingenti.  Fuit  hie  pefti- 
lentium  ejufmodi  fcriptorum  percupidus :  ita  fane  mul- 
tum  laboravi^ut  compararct  fibi  Porphyrii  libros,  quos 
ille  quondam  adverfus  Chriftianam  pietatem  evomuit, 
ubi  ex  Gerhardi  Jo.  Voffii  filio  accepiffet  clanculum  illos 
afferviwri  hodie  F  orentiae  in  bibliotheca  Magni  Ducis. 

Rilmcieri  Conringiana  epiftolica,  p.  53. 

It 
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It  IS  at  prefent  however  doubted,  whether  this  report 
be  not  erroneous. 

5.  Of  Kiifter's  edition,  but  p.  66.  of  the  Oxford  ediu 

6.  Vol.  VIII.  p.  207 — 2ig   of  the  cd.  of  1788. 

PAGE  43. 

7.  See  the  notes  of  Mill,  Wetftein,  and  Griefbach,  on 
Matth.  xiii.  35.  and  Mark  i.  s.  with  Griefbach's  Sym- 
bolac  Criticac^  p.  29, 6o. 

PAGE  44. 

8.  The  objedion  of  Porphyry  affeds  not  the  autho* 
rity  of  Daniel,  becaufe  it  relates  to  a  part  which  is  ac- 
knowledged  to  be  fpurious,  or  at  lead  never  to  have 
exifted  in  the  Hebrew,  and  is  for  that  reafon  feparated 
from  the  prophecy  of  Daniel  in  the  modern  editions  of 
the  Septuagint,  and  referred  to  the  Apocrypha,  though 
in  the  earlieft  editions,  that  of  Complutum  for  inftance^ 
as  well  as  in  all  the  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Bible,  the 
ftory  of  Sufanna,  with  that  of  Bel  and  the  Dragon,  make 
a  part  of  the  book  of  Daniel. 

9.  Our  author  in  this  part  of  his  Orient.  Bibl.  gives 
an  account  of  the  Greek  verfion  of  Daniel  according  to 
the  Seventy,  (the  common  printed  text  being  that  of 
Theodotion)  publifhed  at  Rome  in  1772,  from  a  ma- 
nufcript  in  the  pofleflion  oF  Cardinal  Chigi,  which  has 
likewife  the  flory  of  Sufanna,  with  th^it  of  Bel  and  the 
Dragon.  But  the  latter  is  feparated  from  the  reft  of  the 
book  by  the  following  fupericription,  ck  wgoffirnag  A/u- 
CaxtsfA  VI8  In^x  fx  ruf  ^uXnf  Afvi,  whence  our  author  con* 
jefiures  that  a  fimilar  fuperfcription  ftood  originally  be- 
fore the  ftory  of  Sufanna,  and  appeals  to  the  teftimony 
of  Origen,  Apollinarius,  and  Jerom.  He  acknowledges, 
p.  14.  that  the  objeSion  of  Porphyry,  when  confined  to 
this  ftory,  is  grounded.  See  Gray's  Key  to  the  Old  Tef- 
tament  and  Apocrypha,  p.  613 — 616.  Tbofc  who  arc 
acquainted  with  German  literature  will  find  the  moft 
complete  information  in  Eichhorn's  Allgemeine  Biblio- 

thelc,. 
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thek  der  biblifchen  Literatur,  or  Univerfal  Library  of 
biblical  Literature,  Vol.  IL  p.  i — 46. 

10.  Vol.  VIIL  p.  394 — 411.  of  the  ed.  1788. 

« 

SECT.      X. 

PAGE   47. 

I.  Should  it  be  ftill  objeQed  that  the  epiftles  afcribed 
to  St.  Paul  might  have  been  written  neither  by  the  Apof- 
tle,  nor  any  other  writer  of  ih^  N.  T.,  nor  by  different 
impoftors,  but  by  a  (ingle  impoftor  in  a  fubfequent  age, 
in  which  cafe  the  argument  dr£(wn  from  a  fimilarity  of 
ftyle  would,  be  obviated,  we  may  anfwer,  that  this  hy- 
pothefis,  though  not  attended  with  the  fame,  is  attended 
with  other  difficulties,  .w^ich  are  not  more  eafy  to  fur- 
mount.  The  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  if  an  impofture,  muft 
have  been  forged  long  before  the  expiration  of  the  fecond 
century,. for  we  need  only  appeal  to  the  writings  of  Cfe- 
ment  of  Alexandria,  Irenaeus  and  Tertullian,  to  fhew 
that  they  were  univerfally  known  at  that  period  from  the 
eaftern  to  the  weftern  border  of  the  Roman  empire.  But 
is  it  poffible  that  epiftles,  pretended  to  be  addrefled  by 
St.  Paulto  the  inhabitants  of  Rome,  Corinth,  Philippi, 
TheiTalonica,  and  Epbefus,  fliould  have  been  received- 
in  all  thofe  cities  as  genuine,  if  invented  after  the  death 
ofthe  Apoftle?  Would  the  Romans,  would  the  Corin- 
thians, have  admitted  epiftles  firft  brought  to  light  in 
the  fecond,  and  pretended  to  have  been  written  in  the 
firft.  century,  if  they  had  never  heard  of  any  fuch 
epiftles  having  been  fent  P  But  what  impoftor  could  have 
invented  fuch  epiftles  as  thofe  written  to  the  Corinthians 
for  inftance  ?  A  Corinthian  himfelf  ?  This  is  a  very  im- 
probable conjecture,  for  abufes  are  defcribed  in  them 
which  dp  no  honour  to  that  city.  But  perhaps  they  were 
written  by  a  ftranger  ?  Now  no  ftranger  to  that  city 
could  have  entered  into  that  long  and  circumftantial  de« 
tail  which  appears  throughout  the  whole.  In  fa6k,  no 
epiftles  were  ever  written  that  are  more  ftrongly  authen- 
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ticated  than  thofe  of  St.  Paul.  We  doubt  not  the  au« 
thenticity  of  the  epiftles  afcribcd  to  Cicero  and  Piiny, 
yet  thefe  lay  buried  during  whole  ages  in  the  times  of 
monkifh  barbarifm,  forgotten  or  unknown,  till  the  inven- 
tion of  printing,  and  the  revival  of  learning,  called  forth 
the  half-legible  manufcripts  from  the  hidden  recelTes  of 
unfrequented  libraries,  whereas  thofe  written  bySt.  Paul 
have  been  read  in  one  uninterrupted  feries,  frotn  the  firft 
to  the  prefent  age.  See  alfo  Paley's  Horae  Paulinse, 
where  the  authenticity  of  St.  Paul's  ep idles  is  defended 
on  new  and  very  ingenious  principles, 

PAGE    48. 

9.  See  Dr.  Harwood's  ingenious  Remarks  on  St.  Paul 
as  a  writer,  in  bis  Introdudion  to  the  New  Teftament, 
Vol.  I.  cb.  5.  fed.  5.  though  Dr.  Harwood  afcribes  to 
St.  Paul  a  mucb  greater  (hare  of  profane  literature  than 
our  author. 

3.  In  the  preface  to  his  paraphrafe  on  St.  Paul's 
epiftles. 
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I.  See  Jortin's  Remarks  on  EccleGaftical  Hiftory, 
Vol.  I.  p.  28—30.  2^  ed. 

PAGE    50. 

s.  Lardner*s  Works,  Vol.  I.  p.  329.  See  alfo  a  fhort 
thefis  written  by  Profeflbr  Vollborth  de  caufis  cur  Jo- 
fephus  caedem  puerorum  Bethleheipiticorunv^filentio  prae- 
terierit,  Gottingas  1788. 

3,  This  queftion  wiU  be  particularly  examined  in  the 
Imrodu&ion  to.  St.  Mauhew's  Gofpel.  The  controverfy 
between  Williams  and  Velibufcn  on  this  Aibjed  is  well 
known  to  the  learned. 

PAGE 
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4.  Krebfii  Obfervationes  in  Nov.  Teft.  e  Fl.  Jofepho, 
Lipfiae  1755,  8^*. 

PAGE    53. 

5.  Like  the  viri  confulares  in  the  Roman  fenate* 

PAGE    54. 

6.  To  the  external  and  internal  evidence  for  the  au- 
thenticity of  the  New  Teftament,  produced  by  our  au- 
thor in  the  preceding  fe6lions,  may  be  added  an  argu- 
ment of  a  different  kind.  We  fcruple  not  in  natural 
philofophy  to  adopt  that  hypothefis  as  true,  which  folve^ 
the  feveral  phenomena  in  a  (imple  and  eafy  manner; 
and  if  no  other  can  he  produced,  that  gives  a  Gmilar  fo- 
lution,  the  probability  amounts  to  a  moral  certainty. 
On  this  principle  refts  the  truth  of  the  Newtonian  fyf- 
tem,  and  this  principle  may  be  applied  to  the  New  Tef- 
tament.  For  the  hypothefis  that  the  ofAoXoy^fAtvoi  (which 
alone  form  the  fubjecl  of  this  chapter)  were  written  in 
the  firft  century,  and  by  the  perfons  to  whom  they  are 
afcribed,  folves  every  pha^nomenon,  not  only  in  the  na- 
ture and  charafter  of  the  New  Teftament,  but  in  the 
origin  and  propagation  of  the  Chriftian  religion,  whereas 
every  other  hypothefis  is  attended  not  only  with  diffi- 
culty but  contradidion. 


SECT.     XII. 

PAGE    58. 

1,  The  words  *  death  of  John  the  Baptift'  muft  have 
been  inferted  by  miftake  in  our  author's  text,  a.3  that 
event  is  not  recorded  by  St.  Luke,  who  mentions  only 
that  John  was  caft  into  prifon  by  Herod,  (Luke  iii,  19, 
20.)  of  which  our  author  certainly  was  not  ignorant,  as 
will  appear  in  the  fcquel. 

A  a  a  PAGE 
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2.  The  paiTage  in  Jofephus  to  which  our  author  al- 
ludes is  Antiquit.  Lib.  XII.  cap.  v.  ^.  4. 

PAGE  61. 

3.  Thefe  fenGble  remarks  are  fuch  as  might  be  ex- 
pe8ed  from  a  writer  like  M ichaelis>  whofe  uncommon 
knowledge  oFhiftory  was  not  one  of  his  lead  excellencies. 

PAGE  62. 

4.  This  folution  is  ingenious  and  natural.  Thole 
who  would  examine  what  other  learned  men  have  writ- 
ten on  this  fubjefl,  may  confult  Lardner's  Work%  Voh  I. 

p.  405- 

5.  Our  author  has  not  mentioned  by  whom  the  diffi- 
culty has  been  explained,  but  Dr.  Lardner  has  written 
a  particular  treatife,  *  On  the  names  given  to  Herodias's 
(irft  hulband  by  the  Evangelifts  and  Jofephus."  See  his 
Works,  Vol.  I.  p.  389 — 397. 
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6.  See  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  I.  p.  16 — 19. 

7.  This  circumftance  is  of  fome  importance,  becaufe 
St.  Peter  was  the  friend  and  companion  of  St.  Mark. 

8.  This  emendation  of  our  author  I  am  unable  to 
comprehend,  The  common  text  in  this  paflage  of  Jo- 
fephus is  xai  yoL^  fffSiKrav  ciri  vXcipoy  rff  otx^oaTfi  rvy  X«y«y, 

hujufmodi  enim  fermonibus  mirum  in  modum  elati  erant. 
Now  it  appears  from  our  author's  tranflation  that  he 
would  fubftitute  a  verb  expreffive  of  fatisfaQion  or  ap- 
probation ;  but  fipi9i«-A»  comes  from  cp€flf^«,'lace(ro,  and 
exprefles  dircftly  the  contrary.  Perhaps  he  means  ypin- 
rav,  but  even  this  is  unfuitable  to  the  grammatical  con- 
ftruftion.  With  refpeft  to  y<r3"ii<rai»,  which  he  mentions 
as  a  various  reading,  there  is  no  fuch  >vord  in  the  Greek 
language,  aio-d'^two/Mai  being  never  ufed  in  the  a£iive. 
Perhaps  i^i^ifraLy  and  ^o-d^no-ay  are  errata  in  the  German 
original  for  rp€Vd-f)«-a»  and  ^o-d-titf-Atj  both  of  which  give  a 
very  good  fenfe. 

5  PAGE 
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9.  Dr.  Lardner,  (Vol.  VII.  p.  113.)  after  having  de* 
fended  the  authenticity  of  chat  part  of  Jofcphus  which 
relates  to  John  the  Baptift,  and  which  fome  had  fup- 
pofed  to  be  fpurious,  becaufe  it  contradicts  the  Evange-  « 
lifts,  attempts  to  reconcile  the  two  accounts.  But  our 
author's  fuppolition  that  Jofephus  was  miftaken,  and  his 
ingenious  method  of  accounting  for  the  miftake,  remove 
all  difficulty  on  this  fubje£l. 

PAGE  67. 

10.  The  relation  of  Jofephus  is  ftill  improved  by 
£u(ebius,  who  has  converted  the  owl  into  an  angeL 
Hift.  Ecclef.  Lib.  II.  c.  10. 

11.  Vol.  I.  p.  414.  ed.  1788. 
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12.  Our  author  has  here  inverted  the  words  of  the 
Cod.  Cant,  which  are  tytvUo  ajroypatpt^  ^rpwlvi,  an  arrange* 
ment  which  is  lefs  favourable  to  his  conje6ture  than  that 
which  he  himfelf  has  adopted. 

13.  According  to  the  prepofed  emendation,  the  Greek 
of  this  paflage  is  really  too  bad  to  have  been  written  by 
St.  Luke,  and  the  whole  conftru£iion  favours  neither  of 
Greek  nor  Hebrew. 

PAGE  6g. 

14.  The  name  of  a  book  of  the  Talmud.  See  Wolfii 
Bibliothec^  Hcbrae,  Tom.  II.  p.  718.  748. 

15.  In  Lightfoot's  Horae  Hebraicac  in  Matthaeumi 
cap.  xxvi.  ver.  34.  is  the  following  remark.  Mireris  gal- 
lum  gallinaceum  inveniri  Hierofolymis,  cum  canonepro-' 
hibitum  fit  gallos  illic  alere.  Bava  Kama,  cap.  7.  <  noa 
alunt  gallos  Hierofolymis  propter  facra,  nee  facerdotes 
eos  alunt  per  totam  terram  Ifraeliticam.'  Qupnam  modo 
etpraetextu  cum  canone  fit  difpenfatum  non  difputamus : 
aderant  certe  galli  gallinacei  Hierofolymis  sequeac  alibi. 
See  alfo  Meufchen's  Novum -Teft«  exTalmude  illuftra- 
turn,  p.  119. 

A  a  3  16.  The 
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16.  The  objeflions  of  Reland  with  Schuhze's  an^ 
fwers,  and  an  account  of  the  contradidions  between  Jo* 
fephus  and  the  Talmud,  may  be  (een  in  the  following 
work,  Relandi  de  fpoliis  templi  Hierofolymitani  in  arcu 
Titiano  Romae  confpicuis  liber  fingularts.  Prolitfioiiem 
de  variis  Judasorum  erroribusin  defcriptione  hujus  templi 
prsrmifii  notafque  adjecit  £.  A.  Schultze  S.  Theol.  Doc« 
tor  in  Academic  Viadrinft.Trajedi  ad  Rhenum  177591*^** 

17.  In  the  a6t\  feQion  of  Michaelis'  Mofaic  Law 
(or  according  to  its  German  title  Mofaifches  Recht, 
6  vols.  8^.)  he  treats  of  the  ufual  punifhment  among  the 
Jews  for  adultery.  According  to  the  law  of  Mofes  it 
was  a  capital  oflFeiice ;  but  he  had  i\ot  determined  the 
particular  kind  of  death,  having  faid  only  in  general 
terms  jn*D*  niD  Lcvit.  xx.  10.  Now  according  to  the 
Talmud  the  uTual  mode  in  thefp  cafes  was  ftrangutation, 
whereas  it  is  faid,  John  viii.  k.  ^  Moles  in  the  law  com- 
manded that  fuch  &ould  be  ftoned :'  among  other  ob-* 
jeftipns  therefore  this  has  been  ufed  as  an  argument 
againfl  the  authenticity  of  the  whole  relation,  John  viii. 
a— II.  To  this  objection  our  author  replies,  that  the 
Mofaic  law  has  in  no, cafe  prefcribed  ftranguiation,  which 
is  a  mere  invention  of  later  Rabbins,  that  capital  oflPen- 
ders  among  the  ancient  Jews  were  either  beheaded  or 
ftoned,  and  that  the  latter,  though  Motes  had  not  deter- 
mined the  kind  of  death,  was  the  ufual  puniQiment  of 
adultery. 
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.  t.  Thofe  who  are  defigiled  for  orders  in  Germany  pafs 
through  a  regular  feries  c^  Ledures  in  Divinity  during 
at  Icaft  three  years,  which  are  divided  into  half-yearly 

courfes, 
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courfes,  in  which  the  feveral  branches,  viz.  hiftorica)» 
dogmatical,  polemical,  exdgetical,  morat,  and  paftofal 
theology  are  refpeftively  treated.  According  to  thfs  fyt 
cem  our  author's  introduction  belongs  properly  to  the 
courfe  of  exegetical  theology. 

2.  Our  author  apologizes  for  not  giving  a  definition 
of  Infpiration.  becaufe  it  is  given  in  all  the  fyftems  of 
dogmatic  theology ;  but  fince  among  the  writers  on  this 
intricate  rubje6l  there  prevails  To  great  a  variety  of  fenti-* 
ment,  fome  underftanding  an  infpiration  of  words*  as 
veil  as  of  ideas,  others  of  ideas  alone^  a  third  ciafs  un* 
derftanding  by  infpiracion  an  intervention  of  the  Deity^ 
by  ivhich  the  natural  faculties  of  the  facred  writers  were 
direfted  to  the  difcovery  of  truth  %  a  fourth  clafs  aflum- 
ing  a  kind  of  negative  intervention,  by  which  they  were 
prevented  from  falling  into  material  error%  fome  again 
affuming  a  total  infpiration,  declaring  that  the  fuperna'-* 
iural  influence  of  the  Deity  was  extended  to  the  mofl 
minute  hiftorical  accounts,  while  others  fuppofe  thai  it 
was  confined  to  certain  pans  of  fcripture%  not  to  men^ 
tion  thofe  who  divide  infpiration  into  modes  and  ^laiTes, 
it  feems  indifpenfable  in  a  trcatife  in  which  the  Author 
attempts  to  prove  that  the  writings  of  the  Apoftles  were 
infpired,  to  define  with  clearnefs  and  precifion  what  he 
himfelf  at  lead  underftands  by  this  expreflion.  This 
omiffion  renders  it  dtificult  to  comprehend  what  it  is  his 
intention  to  demonftrate;  and  though  the  excufe  which 
he  has  alleged  might  have  been  admitted  for  the  omif- 
fion of  the  treaiife  itfelf,  yet,  the  treatife  once  iptrpduced, 
it  is  no  apology  for  negl^fiing  to  define  the  fabjeft  of 
his  inquiry. 

^  The  differcQce  between  infpiration  and  revelation 
fee^is  DQt  to  have  engaged  the  attention  of  ancient  au- 

A  a  4  thors ; 

*  Moft  pf  the  CfiTnan  divines  of  the  lift  centuiy^  and  many  ia  A» 
prefent.  Grabe  and  Kiddel  aflums  2m  infpiration  of  words  only  in  cer* 
tain  cafes  :  Jenkin  underftood  rather  a  fecret  guidance  in  the  choice  of 
then). 

b  Luther»  Beza,  Salmafiuf .  <  Doddridge. 

<  Warbttitpn,  Law.  •  Grotius,  Epifcopi^s,  Le  Clerc 
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tbors  I  bat  veithin  the  laft  fifty  years  their  limits  have 
blen  definei  by  many  Germaa  vriters  on  this  AibjeQ. 
See  Heilmann*s  Compendium  Theologian  dogmaticae, 
p.  30.  and  efpecially  Baumgarten's  Diflenatio  de  difcri- 
mine  revelationis  et  infpirationis.  All  that  is  neceffary 
to  be  obferved  at  prefent  is,  that  the  one  by  00  means 
implies  the  other ;  Gnce  a  writer  who  receives  inrpiration 
in  recording  hiftorical  fads  which  he  knew  before,  can- 
not be  faid  to  have  had  a  revelation ;  and  even  the  latter 
may  exift  without  the  former,  fince,  if  the  dodrinies, 
]i4)i(;h  were  revealed  by  Chrifty  had  been  recorded  by  the 
Apoilles,  without  any  intervention  of  the  Deity,  during 
the  a&  of  writing,  we  (hpuld  have  had  a  revealed  reli- 
gion without  infpiration. 

According  to  Dr.  Benfon*shypothefis,  infpiration  is  re- 
velation in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the  word.  See  Bp«  Wat- 
fon's  Trafts,  Vol.  IV.  p.  469 — 480- 
:  4.  It  is  true  that  the  word  xatmv  fignifies  in  the  Greek 
Teltament  as  well  as  in  the  claffic  authors  ^  a  rule,'  but 
in  the  writings  of  the  fathers  of  the  fourth  and  following 
centuries,  after  the  number  of  facred  books,  which  were 
to  be  read  in  the  churches,  had  been  determined  by  pub- 
lic authority,  it  QgniBes  a  lift  or  catalogue.  Gr^ory  of 
Nazianzus,  in  his  epiftle  to  Seleuctis,  having  enumerated 
the  feveral  books  of  the  O.  and  N.  T.  clofes  the  cata- 
logue in  the  following  manner. 

Ketttn  ap  tin  rm  ^iowmftu  y^afwt. 

Gregorii  Nazianz.  Op.  Tom.  II.  p.  195.  ed  Colon. 

Canonical  books  therefore  Ggnify  properly  thofe  which 
were  admitted  by  public  authority  into  the  catalogue  of 
writings  deftined  for  the  fervice  of  the  church ;  and 
though  their  divine  origin  was  confidered  as  a  neceffary 
qualification  to  entitle  them  to  this  admiffion,  yet  the 
terQis  ^  canonical'  and  'infpired'  are  by  no  means  fyiio- 
nymous. 
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5.  I  have  here  taken  the  liberty  to  correft  a  fmall  in- 
accuracy in  our  author's  text.  He  fays  that  the  term 
apocryphal  was  borrowed  from  the  Jews,  whereas  he 
'means  to  fay  that  we  have  afcribed  to  a  Greek  word  a 
Jewifli  notion. 

6.  Not  apocryphal,  as  we  underftand  the  word,  for 
the  ancient  jews  never  doubled  the  divine  authority  of 
the  Proverbs,  Solomon's  Song,  or  Ecclefiaftes :  the  Pro- 
vcfbs  are  frequently  quoted  in  the  New  Teftament  itfelf, 
and  if  the  Jews  forbad  the  reading  of  Solomon's  Song, 
and  certain  other  parts  of  the  Old  Teftament  in  the  fy- 
nagogue,  they  were  aftuated  by  verv  different  motives, 
as  may  be  (een  in  Caftelli  Lex.  Hept.  art.  T3i»  and  Hot- 
linger's  Thefaurus  Phitologicus,  p.  485.    The  terms  T133 
and  etwoKp^foij  though  Gmilar  in  their  original  meaning, 
ar(»noc  fimilar  in  their  ufe  and  application.     It  appears, 
from  the  very  quotation  which  our  author  has  produced 
from  Rabbi  Nathan,  that  the  word  tijj  v/as  applied  to 
books  divinely  infpired,  but  we  apply  the  term  air«xpu^o9 
to  thofe,  whofe  divine  infpiration  is  denied.     It  is  true 
that  the  ancient  Jews  made  a  diftinftion  (which  varied 
indeed  at  various  periods)  between  books  that  were  to  be 
read,  and  books  that  were  not  to  be  read  in  the  fyna- 
gogue,  which  latter  the  Rabbins  called  DU1JJ;  but  thefe 
were  included  in  the  facred  canon,  whereas  we  apply  the 
term  Avoxpu^o^  to  fuch  as  are  excluded  from  it.     The 
Jewifh  Ganu(im  were  not  read  in  the  fynagogues,  but 
we  read  th^^  apocrypha  in  our  churches.     Thefe  apocry- 
phal books^  which  are  printed  at  the  end  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  are  called  in  the  Talmud  D^JI^^PIH  DHSDj 
libri  externi,  (Hottinger's  Thef,  Phil,  p:  518.)  nor  does 
•it  appear  that  O^hJJ  was  the  title  by  which  they  were  in 
gen'eral  diftinguiftied.     What  has  been  hitherto  obferved 
relates  only  to  thefe  expreffions  as  far  as  concerns  the 
Old  Teftament;  for  the  word  awoxpu^o^,  when  applied 
by  modeM  writers  to  fuch  books  as  have  relation  to  the 
New  Teftament,  figniBes  in  general  ^  fpurious,'  in  which 

fenfc 
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fenfe  it  differs  in  a  ftill  higher  degree  from  tUJ*  Fabric 
cius  in  his  Codex  Apocryphus  N.  T.  includes  fuch  writ- 
ings as  are  ruppofed  to  be  a  forgery,  whereas  thofe  of  a 
fnnilar  dcfcription  which  have  relation  to  the  O.  T.  are 
contained  in  his  Codex  Pfeudepigraphus.  But  it  would 
be  tedious  and  even  foreign  to  the  prefent  purpofe  to 
enumerate  the  various  fenfes  in  which  mT0Kfuf9g  has  beeo^ 
ufed  both  by  aniients*  and  moderns:  cvtry  writer,  pro- 
vided he  gives  a  proper  definition,  is  at  liberty  to  ufe  a 
word  in  the  fenfe  which  he  thinks  the  moft  convenient: 
the  meaning  afcribed  to  it  by  our  author  is  *  authentic, 
but  not  infpired';  and  it  will  appear  from  the  fequel  that 
this  notion  mud  be  carefully  diflinguiflied  from  that  af- 
cribed to  it  by  Fabricius. 

PAGE  72. 

7.  Even  this  is  a  matter  of  doubt ;  for  the  value  of 
a  diamond  depends  not  on  the  genuinenefs  of  the  gold 
in  which  it  is  fet,  nor  is  truth  afieded  by  the  inftability 
of  the  vehicle  in  which  it  is  conveyed.  Could  it  be  prov- 
ed that  the  books  of  the  New  Teftameot  were  not  writ^ 
ten  by  the  perfons  to  whom  they  are  afcribed,  it  would 
be  no  neceflary  confequence  that  the  religion  itfelf  were 
a  forgery.  The  truth  of  Chrifiianity  might  fubfift  with- 
out a  fingle  record;  for  who  would  undertake  to  demon- 
firate,  that,  if  the  New  Teftament  were  anntkilated,  our 
religion  would  therefore  ceafe  to  be  true? 

To  prevent  miftakes  in  regard  to  this  note,  care  mtift 
be  taken ;  firft,  not  to  apply  it  to  any  other  paflage> 
than  that,  to  which  the  figure  of  reference  l]»ews  that  it 
belongs;  and  fecondly,  not  to  confound  the  abftrad 
iruib  of  Chriftiatjity  with  the  proof  of  that  truth.  The 
words,  to  which  the  note  refers,  are,  **  The  truth  of 
our  religion  depends  upon  the  latter,^'  that  is,  upoo  tbe 
queftion  whether  the  books  of  the  N.  T.  are  genuine. 
That  this  pofition  is  not  accurate,  will  appear  from  the 
following  coofideration.  The  Chriftian  religion  ivas  as 
true  within  the  firft  ten  years  after  the  deatbM^f  Chrift, 

as 

•  See  Suiceri  The£  Ecclef.  Tom.  I.  p.  45r. 
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as  it  is  at  prefent :  but  at  that  time  the  N.  T.  was  not 
written,  confequenily  the  truth  of  Chriftianity  could  not 
depend  on  the  authenticity  of  the  New  Teftadienr. 
Whether  we  ihould  be  able  at  prefent  /^  prove  the 
divine  origin  of  Chridianity,  without  the  aid  of  the 
N.  T.,  is  another  inquiry :  and  if  our  author,  infiead 
of  faying,  that  the  truth  of  Chriftianity,  bad  faid,  that 
the  pro(^  of  that  truth,  depended  at  prefent  on  the  au- 
thenticity of  thafe  writings,  in  which  its  origin  and  doc- 
trines are  recorded,  I  fhould  certainly  have  admitted  the 
po(ition  without  hefication. 

8.  Here  our  author  makes  a  diftin3ion,  which  is  at 
prefent  very  generally  received,  between  the  divine  origin 
of  the  Chriftian  do6lrine,  and  the  divine  origin  of  the 
writings,  in  which  that  do£lrine  is  recorded.  See  Dr. 
Grie(bach\s  Thefis,  De  theopneuftis^  librorum  facrorun;), 
particula  prima.     Jena?  1784. 

9.  The  coroparifon  made  by  our  author  is  between 
the  writings  of  Wolf  and  the  philofophy  of  Leibnitz, 
which  being  lefs  familiar  to  an  Engliih  ear,  I  have  chang- 
ed the  names  into  M^claurin  and  Newton. 

io«  Erafmus  fays,  Non  eft  necefle,  ut  quicquid  fuit 
in  Apoftolis,  protinus  ad  miraculum  vocemus.  Paflus 
eft  errare  fuos  Chriftus,  etiam  poft  acceptum  paracletum^ 
fed  non  ufque  ad  fidei  perlculum.  £rafini  Epift.  Lib.  11. 
Tom.  III.  p.  97.  ed.  Baftliae,  1540.  fol.  Grotius,  whofe 
treatife  de  veritate  ChriitianEe  religionis  is  confidered  as 
one  of  the  beft  defences  of  the  truth  of  Chriftianity,  has 
the  following  paflage  in  his  Votum  pro  pace  Ecclefiaf- 
tica,  p.  135.  ed.  1642.  Tom.  IIL  p.  672.  ed.  Londin. 
1679.  fol.  A  fpiritu  fandto  di6iari  hiitorias  nihil  fuit 
opus,  faiis  fuit  fcriptorem  memorii  valere.  Le  Clerc 
divides  the  facred  writings  into  three  clafles,;  prophecies, 
biftories,  and  dodrines:  in  the  firft  he  admits  infpira- 
tion,  in  the  two  laft  he  abfoliitely  denies  it.  See  Senti- 
mens  de  quelques  theologiens  de  Hollande  fur  Thiftoire 
critique  du  Vieux  Teftament  compofee  par  M.  Simon, 
Lettre  11,  12.  and  Defenfe  des  Sentimens  contre  la  re- 
ponfe  du  Prieur  de  Bolville,  Leitre  lo. 

'    PACE 
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II.  According  to  our  author  then,  the  foltttion  of  the 
di£ficulties  above  enumerated,  if  they  really  are  difficul- 
ties, depends  on  the  doSrine  of  infpiration. 

la.  Here  ends  the  firft  feftion  of  this  chapter  in  the 
third  edition,  and  the  following  paragraph,  which  firft 
appeared  in  the  prefent  edition,  was  written  after  our 
author  had  in  fome  meafure  changed  bis  fentiments  on 
this  fubjed.  But  as  what  iminediately  precedes  has  re- 
mained unaltered,  there  appears  not  only  a  want  of  con- 
nexion, which  is  frequently  the  cafe  in  this  learned 
vork,  where  new  claufes  have  been  inferted  by  the  au- 
thor, but  even  a  contradidion,  as  will  appear  from^  the 
following  paragraph  of  this  fcdion. 

PAGB  75. 

13.  Kiddel,  in  the  beginning  of  the  fecond  fedion  of 
bis  EiTay  on  Infpiration,  ^entertains  nearly  the  fame  fen- 
timents. The  diftin6;ion  between  the  infpiration  of  the 
hiftorical  books,  and  that  of  the  epiftles,  is  by  no  means 
new :  Grotius  made  the  fame  diftih3ion,  and  this  very 
queftion  gave  rife  to  the  famous  theological  difpute  bc^- 
tween  the  Dominicans  and  the  Jefaits.  See  Simon  Hif- 
toire  Critiqtic  du  Texte  du  N.  T.  Tom.  I,  ch.  xxiii. 

PAGE  76. 

14.  The  Wolfenbiitter  Fragments,  though  publiihed, 
were  not  written  by  Leffing,  The  author  is  faid  to  have 
been  the  celebrated  Reimarus,  who  wrote  the  Truths  of 
Natural  Religion  vindicated. 


S     E     C     T.       11. 
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I.  The  caufe  of  the  perplexity,  with  which  the  In- 
quiry into  the  Canon  has  been  ufually  attended,  is  that 
the  fiibjeft  is  of  a  mixed  nature,  partly  hiftorical,  partly 

dogmatical. 
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dogmatical.  The  chief  part  of  the  inquiry  is,  of  ought 
to  be,  purely  hiftorical;  for  as  the  word  Canon  fignifies 
a  lift  or  catalogue  of  facred  writings,  the  evidence  of  ec- 
clefiaftical  liiftory  can  alone  determine  what  books  have 
been  admitted  into  this  facred  catalogue  in  various  ages^ 
and  by  various  councils.  It  is  likewife  in  fome  refpeds 
dogmatical ;  for  as  different  councils  have  differed  in 
their  opinions,  it  is  neceffary  to  examine  the  grounds  of 
thofc  opinions.  For  thefe  reafons  few  writers  agree  in 
their  mode  of  treating  the  fubjeft,  and  it  is  to  be  la- 
mented that  our  learned  author  is  iijent  on  this  head,  as 
it  might  be  naturally  expe6led  that  he  would  have  treat- 
ed it  in  a  more  clear  and  intelligible  manner,  than  moft 
of  his  predecefTors.  On  the  other  hand,  he  is  not  to  be 
cenfured  for  negleft  on  the  prefent  occafion,  becaufe  the 
arguments,  which  he  produces  in  this  feftion  for  the  in- 
fpiration  of  the  facred  writings,  apply  immediately  to  the 
Apoftles,  and  their  writings  in  general,  without  reference 
to  this  or  that  book  in  particular.  Thofe  who  would 
examine  this  fubjefl,  may  confult,  befide  the  well  known 
writings  of  Cofin,  Richardfon,  Nye,  Jones,  Lardner, 
&c.  Gerhardi  de  Maftricht  Canon  Scriptural  facrae  ec- 
clefiafticus,  Jenae  1725.  Schmidii  Hifloria  antiqua  et 
vindicatio  canonis  facri  V.  et  N.  T.  Lipfiae  1775,  and 
Stofchii  Commentatio  hiftorico-critica  de  librorum  N.  T. 
canone.  Francofurti  ad  Viadrum^i755.  Thofe  who  are 
acquainted  with  German  literature,  will  find  much  new 
and  curious  information  in  Dr.  Scmler's  Freye  Unter- 
fuchung,  or  Free  Inquiry  into  the  Canon,  3  vols.  12"*. 
Halle  1771 — 1773,  Weber's  Bey trage  zur  Gefchichte 
des  Kanons,  Tiibingen  1791,  and  in  Eichorn's  Reper- 
torium.  Vol.  V.  p.  217.  though  this  laft  treatife  relates 
merely  to  the  Old  Teftament,  but  many  valuable  hints 
may  be  derived  from  it  in  an  inquiry  into  the  Canon  of 
the  New. 

2.  It  is  well  known,  that  the  rejedion  of  oral  tradi- 
tion, and  the  infallibility  of  the  church,  is  one  of  the 
charaderiftics  of  Proteftantifm.  But  Auguftin,  in  bis 
book  Contra  epiftolam  fundamenti^  cap.  v.  fays^  ego 

^  vero 
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vcro  Evangelic  non  crederem  nifi  me  commoveret  ec<* 
cleHae  audoritas;  and  Cardinal  Hofius  went  fo  far  as  to 
declare,  ^  fcripturaS)  fi  defit  ecclcnac  audoritds',  tantum 
valere  quantum  fabulas  iETopi,  Hofius  de  auQoritat, 
Script,  contra  Brentium,  Lib.  III.  See  his  whole  trea- 
tiTe,  p.  513 — 552.  of  the  i'*.  vol.  of  Staniflai  Hofii 
Opera,  Colonial  1584. 

PAGB  77^ 

3.  Becaufe  the  number  of  canonical  books  was  not 
determined  by  public  authority  before  the  fourth  cen« 
tury,  when  the  Chriftian  religion  received  a  civil  efta* 
blifliment. 

4.  For  inftance,  the  council  of  Laodicea  rejeSed  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  which  in  fubfequent  councils 
was  determined  canonical :  and  the  epiftle  to  the  He- 
brews was  rejeCled  by  the  church  of  Rome  in  the  very 
fame  century,  that  the  third  council  of  Carthage  placed 
it  in  the  canon.  Compare  Eufebii  Hift,  Ecclef..Lib.  Ill, 
cap,  iii.  with  the  47th.  rule  of  the  third  council  of  Carr 
thage. 

5.  Jofephus,  who  was  a  Jewifh  Prieft,  is  very  fuffi- 
cient  authority  in  determining  the  number  of  books, 
which  the  Jew3  at  that  period  received  as  canonical.  See 
his  teftimony  in  tlie.  treat ife  Contra  Apionepo,  Lib.  I, 
c.  8.  and  Eufebii  Hift.  Ecclef.  Db.  III.  c.  lo.  which 
is  precifely  the  fame  kind  of  evidence  as  that  of  a  Cbrif* 
tian  writer  of  the  fourth  century,  in  regard  to  the  num* 
her  of  books  admitted  by  the  Chriftian  church :  but  that 
his  teftimony  to  the  infpiration  of  the  book  of  the  O.  T, 
(hould  be  of  more  authority  than  that  of  the  Cbriftiaa 
church  to  a  book  of  tbe  N.  T.  feems  really  a  paradox, 

PAGE  78. 

6.  Our  author  enters  here  into  a  critical  review  of  the 
Koran,  and  p.  95.  to  which  he  particularly  alludes,  he 
argues  againft  the  do6lrine  of  Mohammed,  that  an  in- 
ternal  divine  fenfation  is  a  proof  of  the  divinity  of  a  re* 

ligion. 
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ligion.  It  is  well  known  that  Mohammed  made  no  pre* 
tenflons  to  the  gift  of  miracles. 

7.  Our  author  here  argues  againft  the  opinion  of  Dr. 
Semler,  who  in  his  Inquiry  into  the  Canon  hadafTerted, 
that  the  internal  excellence  of  the  Chrifiian  religion  was 
the  bed  proof  of  its  divinity.  But  that  is  a  queftioa 
which  has  no  reference  to  the  prefent. 

8.  That  the  facred  wrii^ings  were  cbmpofed  by  imme- 
diate infpiration  from  the  Deity  is  generally  proved  from 
2  Tim.  iii,  16.  vava  yp«^if  S-i oirnuroc,  as  in  Potter's  Prac- 
lefliones  Theologicae,  and  Kiddel's  EfTay  on  Infpiration: 
from  which  paflage  likewife  the  name  itfelf  was  borrowed. 
Our  author  being  of  opinion  that  this  paiTage  has  no  re« 
ference  to  the  New  Teftament  (fee  ch.  1.)  judged  it  ne- 
ceffary  to  bring  different  arguments.  But  fome  of  thefe 
are  not  fausfaftory,  as  will  appear  from  the  following 
notes.  On  the  other  hand  we  muft  not  forget  that  a 
weak  argument  is  no  proof  of  the^falGty  of  the  propofi- 
tion,  which  it  is  intended  to  fupport,  fince  abfurd  demon- 
ftrations  have  fometimes  been  given  even  of  incontrover- 
tible mathematical  truths, 

PAGE  80. 

9.  To  comprehend  the  force  of  this  argument^  it  is 
neceflary  to  examine  the  paflage  on  which  it  is  founded^ 
Matth.  xi.  9«— II.  AX^a  n  tJ^nX^tn  iJfiy,  vT^opiirn¥;  »«« 
Xtyu  v/Aiy  xAi  wtfia'9'ortfov  wfofmrH^  icr«c  y(  if^v  vrtgt  a  yt" 
y9oifrTMj  i^ar  lyw  a«'«rfAAw  T«ir  ayytKQv  fjLH  v(o  vfocvm  rv,  oc 

HaratrxivotV'H  rnv  ^io9  ffM  ifAWgoff^iv  <r«.    A/L49|»  Xtya  vfMy  hk  c^fi- 

f9Ttf9^  fi^  TV  PdrnXfifft  ruif  «^«»«v  fAB^M»  ftUTu  ffty.  Now  the 
argument  for  the  infpiration  of  the  Apoftles,  which  our 
author  decjuces  from  this  paflage,  confifts,  when  clearly 
dated,  of  tbc  ^hree  fpUowing  fyllogifms. 

The  Prophets  of  the  Old  Teftament  were  infpircd. 
John  the  Baptift  was  greater,  than  the  Prophets  of  the 

O.  T.—Therefore, 
John  the  Baptift  was  infpired. 

O  /MIX- 
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O  ii4Kf6rif9f  i9  rif  PftO'iXfiji  tm»  s^avMv  was  greater  than 
John  the  Bapcift. —  Therefore, 

O  fAiiLforg(9f^  &c,  was  infpired. 

The  exprefCon  o  jbux^^rf^o;,  &c.  applies  to  the  Apoftles. 

Therefore  the  Apoftles  were  infpired. 

To  this  demonftration  may  be  made  the  following 
objedions,  i*  The  propofitioq,  which  is  the  conclufion 
of  the  firft  fyllogifm  and  the  major  of  the  fecond,  is  un- 
grounded, becaufe  Chrift  himfelf,  in  the  very  paifage 
that  is  quoted,  affigns  a  totally  different  reafon  why 
John  the  Bapiift  was  to  be  preferred  to  the  Prophets  of 
the  O.  T.     2.  No  reafon  can  be  affigned  why  the  cx- 

preflSon   o  fAixfonfo^  cv  rv  |3airiAfi^  tm»  Bgavtav  fliould   DC 

confined  merely  to  the  Apoftles  ;  for  fince  j3a6r»Xii«  rmw 
u(»m9  is  univerfally  underftood  to  fignify  in  this  pafiage 
the  fpiritual  kindom  of  the  Mefliah^  or  the  religion  of 
Chrift,  every  pious  teacher  of  the  Gofpel  raa,y  lay  claim 
to  this  title,  efpecially  as  Chrift  aflerts,  Matt,  xviii.  4. 
that  whoever  humbletn  himfelf  as  a  little  child,  fliall  be 
called  even  f*u^«v  tv  t«  ^aviXtia  tm  9favM.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  expreflion  jncludcs  more  than  thei 
Apoftles,  as  it  really  muft,  our  author's  argument  proves 
too  much.  3.  On  thefe  principles  we  muft  admit  three 
degrees  of  infpiration,  the  feco.nd  of  which  is  allotted  to 
John  the  Baptift,  whofe  office  was  merely  to  pave  the 
way  for  th»  appearance  of  Chrift,  and  the  very  loweft 
degree  to  thofe,  to.  whom  it  is  acknowledged  that  future 
events  were  revealed. 

10.  Our  author  means  at  the  commencement  of  Chrift 
tianity. 

11.  See  Bardili  fignificatus  primitivus  vocis  xt^o^th^, 
Goettinga^  1786,  and  Drefde  de  notioae  Prophetae  ia 
Codice  facro,  Prolufio  prima  Vitebergae  1788,  Prolufio 
2**.  ib.  1789. 

12.  See  Lord  Barrington's  EfTay  on  the  teaching  and 
witnefs  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  firft  volume  of  his  Mif- 
cellanea  facra.  .  , 
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PAGE  82. 

13.  Our  author  has  here  a  very  long  note,  in  which 
he  deroonftraics,  that  the  word  Rock  applies  to  Peter, 
which  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  omit,  becaufe  I  have 
never  heard  of  any  Englifh  divine  that  doubted  it.  It  is 
remarkable  that,  befide  the  Oriental  dialefi  fpoken  by 
Chrift,  the  French  is  the  only  language  that  expreffes 
Peter  and  Rock  by  the  fame  word,  and  with  the  fame 
termination. 

14.  The  promife  given  to  St.  Peter^  that  he  fliould 
be  the  Rock  on  which  the  church  of  Chrift  ihould  be 
founded,  was  made  in  the  prefence  of  St«  Matthew, 
and  St.  John:  if  therefore  it  be  applied  to  the  infpira- 
tion  of  his  writings,  it  muft  imply,  if  not  an  excluiive, 
at  lead  a  more  complete  infpiration  than  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  John  were  to  expeS.  Of  the  twelve  Apoftles, 
to  whom  the  difcourfe  was  dirc£led,  St.*  Peter  contri- 
buted in  the  moft  eminent  manner  to  the  foundation 
of  the  Chriftian  religion :  he  was  therefore  hat*  t^^x^p 
the  rock  on  which  the  church  was  built,  and  it  is  un- 
neceflary,  in  order  to  fliew  its  ftability^  to  have  recourfe 
with  our  author  to  the  writings  of  this  Apoftle,  fince  the 
beneficial  effeAs  of  the  zeal,  which  he  exerted  in  the  firfl: 
century,  would  have  been  felt  in  every  fubfequent  age, 
«ven  bad  he  left  not  behind  him  a  fingle  record. 

15.  From  the  paflage  which  our  author  has  quoted 
from  St.  Matthew's  Go())el,  it  may  be  inferred  titot 
the  Apoftles  had  a  divine  commiflion,  but  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  any  reference  to  the  infpiration  of  their 
writings.  » 

PAGE  83. 

16.  The  word  ufed  in  the  original  is  Errinerer,  which« 
as  well  as  the  word  adopted  for  the  tranflation,  is  to  be 
found  in  no  diftionary;  ^ 

17.  It  is  unnecefiary  here  to  examine  the  difference 
between  ordinary  and  extraordinary  gifts,  as  they  are 
termed  by  the  dogmattfts ;  the  o^iy  queftion  iS)  whe- 

B  b  thcF 
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thcr  the  eflfuGon  of  ihe  wtv/Aa  «yio»  on  the  day  of  Pen- 
tecoft  was  extended  to  the  Apoftles  during  the  aft 
of  writing  their  Gofpels  gnd  Epiftles*  See  Griefbach^s 
fecond  P'rogratnma  de  tfaeopneullia  libroruin  facroruai^ 
Jeria^  1785. 

PAGE  84. 

18.  For  that  very  reafon  Grotius  concluded  that  an 
inrpiraiion  of  the  hiftorical  books  was  unneceflary. 

PACE  85. 

19.  The  «ToxaXu4/K9  which  Sc  Paul  means  in  this 
paffage,  is  recorded  Afls  ix.  3 — 6. 

(20.  Whether  this  paffage  relates  to  divine  infpiration, 
depends  on  the  mode  in  which  it  is  interpreted.  Thofe 
who  underftand  it  in  a  fenfe  different  from  our  author, 
contend  ihat  the  fapernatural  intervention  of  the  Deity 
•  was  ulineceflary  to  inform  St.  Paul  of  a  fa£tj  which  was 
already  known  to  every  Chriftian. 

«i.  I  have  here  ttfed  the  words,  of  the  EngliOi  ver- 
fion,  but  our  author  tranflates  the  paffage  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner.    *  We  deliver  doQrines  in  words  taught 
i)y  the  Holy  Ghoft,  explaining  infpired  things  with  in- 
fpired  words.*     It  feems  then  that  he  underffands  a  ver- 
bal infpiration,  agreeably  to  the  fenciments  of  many  an- 
cient fathers,  and  many  modern  divines,  who  have  con- 
fidered  the  Apoftles  and  Evangelifts  merely  a$  paflive 
ioftniments.     It  is  true  that  this  hypothecs  renders  it 
•difficult  to  account  for  the  great  variety  of  ftyle  obferv- 
able  in  the  Greek  Teftament :  on  the  other  hand,  feveral 
writers,  efpecially  Emeffi,  contend  that  it  is  difficult 
to  abftrad  an  infpiration  of  ideas  from  an  infpiration  of 
words. 

Page  86, 

i2.  It  does  not  appear  chat  St.  Paul,  in  ifaefe  paf- 

fages,  contends  either  for  or  againft  ia^iration.     i  Cor. 

^  vij.  10^  11.  be.  delivers  certain  dodrioes,  which  bad  been 

taught  by  Chrift,  and  are  recorded  Mattb.  v.  32.  six.  9* 

Mark  X.  4^1  ifi*  JjVkkc  3(vi,  i8.     Here  then  he  had  the 

command* 
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commandment  of  the  Lord.  But  in  the  nth.  vcrre  be 
gives  a  precept  which  had  not  been  delivered  by  Cbrift, 
or  at  leaft  is  no  where  on  record :  in  this  cafe  then^ 
having  no  commandment  of  the  Lord^  be  fays  fy«#  Xiy«#, 
*X  ^  ^^(^^s.  The  diftindioi)  therefore  made  by  St.  Paul, 
is  not  between  infpiration  and  non-infpiration>  but  be- 
tween thofe  commandments,  which  h^d  been  adually 
given,  and  thpfe  which  bad  not  been  giv^n  by  Cbrift. 


SECT.      III. 
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1.  Eufebius  even  contradi6ts  himfelf  on  the  fubjefl  of 
St.  Luke's  infpiration,  for  in  the  fentence  immediately  fol- 
lowing that,  in  wliich  he  affirms  that  the  two  books  were 
infpired,  (Hift.  EtxleC  Lib.  IIL  4.)  hegrouAds  the  ere* 
dibility  of  Sc  Luke's  Gofpel  on  the  civcumftance  that  the 
author  bad  taken  his  accounts  from  eye-witnefles,  and 
that  of  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles  on  the  circumftance  that 
the  author  had  been  himfelf  an  eye«wttnefs  to  the  fads 
which  he  relates.  Now  a  work  that  is  divinely  infptred 
needs  no  further  proof  of  credibility. 

2.  The  account  jof  Irenaeus  is  not  fo  manifeftly  erro- 
neous, as  our  author  aflerts.  It  is  true  that  the  Ads  of 
the  Apoftles  are  continued  no  further  than  the  end  of  the 
laft  year  of  St.  Paul's  imprifonnent  in  Rome,  whence 
our  author  determines  the  date  'Of  the  compofition  itielfl 
See  ch.  ii.  fed.  i.  of  this  Introdudioa.  But  this  in« 
ference  feems  to  be.  ungrounded,  fc^  it  is  by  no  means 
a  neceffary  confequence  that  an  biftorian  wrote  his  hi(^ 
tory  in  the  very  fame  year,  with  which  he  cloies  his  ac*^ 
counts.  Should  it  be  objeded^  that  the  friend  and  com^* 
panion  of  St.  Paul  wou}d  have  continued  his  narrative, 
nad  he  written  at  a  later  period,  it  may  be  replied,  that 
the  difcontinuance  of  bis  hiftory  nay  be  explained  on 
other  principles.  St.  Luke  and  St.  Paul  might  have 
parted  after  the  latter  was  releafed  from  imprifonQient, 

aba  which 
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ivhich  is  really  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Lardner,  (Vol.  VI. 
p.  138.)  in  which  cafe  St.  Luke  niight  have  written  his 
hiftory  many  years  after  that  event,  with  which  he  would 
have  finiflied  his  relation  through  want  of  further  ma* 
terials.  This  circumftance  alone  therefore  decides  no- 
thing. 

3.  Our  author  has  not  mentioned  in  what  part  of 
Dr.-  Lardner's  Works,  but  it  is  Vol.  II.  p.  258. 

4.  When  the  ancient  fathers^  in  order  to  (hew  that 
the  writings  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  are  divine,  refer 
ihofe  of  the  former  to  St.  Peter,  and  thofe  of  the  latter 
to  St.  Paul,  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe  that  they  at  lead 
doubted  whether  St.  Maikand  St.  Luke  were  themfelves 
infpired,  for  an  author  who  is  himfeif  infpired  needs  no 
Other  fource  of  infaUibiiity. 

5.  Tertuliianus  adv.  Marcionem,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  ii. 

6.  This  tradition  is  firft  recorded  by  Eufebius,  Hift. 
EccleC  Lib.  1 1.»  c.  xv.  who  has  mentioned  it  merely  as 
fuch,  without  votxhing  for  its  truth.  Befides^  it  is  di- 
reBIy  contradictory  to  the  account  given  by  Clement  of 
Alexandria,  who  in  his  uwcmw^m  relates  that,  when 
St.  Peter  was  informed  that  St.  Mark  intended  to  write 
a  Gofpel,  he  neither  prevented  nor  promoted  it,  txif 

izriyvyra  roy  lltrgO¥  v^trfiVTixwc  /Ann  xuku^ai  ^mrt    Vfo* 

Tf«j/jiff^fln.    Vid.  Eufcbii  Hift.  Ecclef.  Lib.  VI.  c.  xiv.. 

PAQE  91. 

7.  Eufebius  has  taken  nearly  the  fame  ftep  in  his  Hift. 
Ecclef.  Lib.  II.  c.  xv.  where  he  relates  that  St.  Peter 
alludes  in  his  firft  epiftle  to  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  but 
here  again  he  ufes  the  fufpicious  word  9««-i. 

•  8.  It  is  the  general  opinion  that  St.  Mark  wrote  his 
Gofpel  at  Rofhe,  under  the  diredion  of  St.  Peter, 
though  contrary  to  the  exprefs  teftimony  of  Clement  of 
Alexandria.  fieGdes,  Scaliger,  Salmafius,  Spanheim, 
Bower,  and  Semler^  have  either  doubted  or  deoied  that 
St.  Peter,  ever  was  ia  Rome,  notwithftapding  fubfequent 
ages  have  formally  converted  him  into  a  Roman  bifliop, 
jtnd  placed  him  at  the  head  of  the  catalogue  of  P<)pes. 
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Very  weighty  reafons  may  be  urged  in  favour  of  their 
opinion,  efpecially  againft  the  feUtion  of  Eufebius^  who 
in  his  Hid.  Ecclcf.  Lib.  11.  c.  xiv.  places  St.  Peter's 
journey  in  the  time  of  Claudius,  and  in  his  Chronicon, 
p.  160.  ed.  Lugdun.  (if  it  be  genuine)  relates  that  he 
fpenl  five  and  twenty  years  there ;  accounts  that  are 
hardly  to  be  reconciled  either  with  the  Afts  of  theApoftles^ 
or  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  But  the  further  confideration 
Oll^  this  fubje6l  mud  be  deferred  to  the  particular  intro* 
duCtion  to  St.  Mark's  Gofpel. 

9.  In  this  fenfe  Dr.  Benfon  undqrftands  the  infpira* 
tion  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  :  *  Though  therefore  that 
alone  bath  been  commonly  called  infpircd  fcripture  which 
was  written  by  infpiration,  yet  we  here  extend  that  phrafe 
to  fuch  books,  as  were  reviewed  and  approved,  as  well 
as  to  thofe  which  were  written  by  infpiration.'  See  Bp^ 
Waifon's  Trafts,  Vol.  IV.  p.  471* 

.  PAGE    92. 

10/  Our  author  might  have  faid  almbft  three  hundred 
years  after  the  event,  for  Clement  of  Alexandria,  and 
Irenxus  make  no  mention  of  this  particular  circum* 
(lance;  and  even  Eufebius,  who  is  the  firft  perfon  that 
has  related  it,  gives  it  as  an  uncertain  tradition.  Eufebii 
Hift.  Ecclef.  Lib,  11.  c.  xr. 

PAGE    95. 

11.  Dr.  Benfon  fays,  *  That  St.  Luke  wrote  not  by 
immediate  infpiration  appeareth  from  what  he  himfelf 
faith  in  his  Imroduflion.' 

See  Bp.  Watfon's  TraRs^  Vol.  IV.  p.  4 75. 

PACE    97. 

12.  The  latter  part  of  this  iedion  may  be  compared 
with  Jenyn's  View  of  the  Internal  Evidence  of  the  Chrif- 
tian  Religion,  p.  122 — 132. 
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CHAPTER    IV. 

I.ANCUA6E  or    TflE    N£W   TESTAMENT. 

SECT.       I. 
PA0E  97. 

1.  Our  author  difplays  io  this  chapter  profound 
dition^  a  long  and  intimate  acquaintance  with  the  facred 
writings,  and  principles  founded  on  true  criticifmy  though 
their  application  to  particular  cafes  is  fomctimes  attended 
with  inaccuracy^  as  will  be  noticed  in  the  courfe  of  thefe 
remarks^ 

PAOE  98* 

8.  This  is  to  be  underftood  of  the  public  ledurcs  in 
Germany. 

PAGE    lOI. 

g.  Greek  was  fpoken  in  the  cities  of  Galatia»  though 
it  was  cot  the  language  of  the  country. 

4.  It  muft  be  obferved^  that  in  this  and  (he  following 
fe&ions^  our  author  underftands  by  the  word  Hebrew, 
not  the  language  fpoken  before  the  Babylonifli  captivity, 
and  in  which  the  books  of  the  Old  Teftiiment  were  written, 
but  the  common  diale£t  ufed  at  that  tijne  in  Jerufalem, 
which  many  writers  term  the  Syro-Chaldee. 

PACE  102. 

5.  The  Greek  Bible  was  fometimes  uied  even  in  the 
fyoagogues  of  Judsea,  chough  probably  only  by  Jews, 
who  were  not  natives  of  that  country.  See  Buxtorf 's 
Lexicon  Chad.  Talm.  Rabb.  p.  104. 

SEC  T.JI. 

PAGE    103. 

I.  This  dream  of  Hardouin  hardly  deferves  a  phce 
in  this  Introdu6tion,  and  were  it  not  accompanied  by 
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the  learned  and  judicious  reinark3  of  our  author,   the 
tranflator  would  have  been  jiiftiltcxi  in  omitting  it. 

SECT.     III. 

PAGE    111. 

I.  The  term  '  Seventy'  has  been  appropriated  by  long 
ufage  to  exprefs  the  writers  of  the  Greek  verfion;  it  is 
ufed  therefore  by  our  author  agreeably  to  the  common 
praQice,  though  no  one  can  fuppofc  that  he  gives  credit 
to  the  celebrated  ftdry,  which  was  believed  during  fo 
many  centuries. 

2|  Atexandrinus  refers  to  the  city  Alexandria,  Alex- 
andfiamis  to  Alexander. 

PA^B    it2. 

g.  See  D  .  Owen's  htftoriad  add  cricica!  account  of 
the  Septuagint  verfion,  feS*  i.  ' 

•  pAoa  113. 

4.  Thi«  (hort  but  excellent  effay  is  written  in  Ger- 
man, and  entitled  Michaelis  Programma  worinervon 
feinert  Gollegiis  liber  die  70  Dollnietfcher  Nadiricht 
giebt,  Gottingen  1767.  In  the  page*,  to  which  our  au- 
thor refers,  he  delivers  the  fame  fentiments,  as  in  the 
paffage  of  his  Introdu£i!k>ii,  but,  as  he  gives  no  examples, 
an  extraft  is  unnecefTary* 

^AG£    114. 

5.  Oar  author,  in  his  exceliem  tr^alife  on  the  gynac 
language,  wrhreti  in  German,  the  fecond  edrt,k>n^  of 
which  was  publifhed  at  Gottingen  in  1786,  ufes  the 
word  Aradnaean  as  a  noroen  genericom,  of  which  th^ 
Cha^dee  and  Syriac  are  fpecie^.  The  former  is  ^Wid 
the  Eaft,  the  latter  the  Weft  Aramaean,  and  he  fli^s 
in  the  fecond  feftion,  that  thefe  are  in  faft  one  and  the 
fame  language,  or  that  their  drfiference  confifts  in  the  dif- 
feretice  of  the  chara€lers,  and  the 'diflference  of  ffcronun- 
ciaiion.  '     *      .       • 
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PAGt    115. 

6.  An  abftrad  of  that  part  of  our  author's  Program- 
ma,  to  which  he  here  rerers,  will  be  given  in  the  Notes 
to  that  fedion. 

7.  See  Buxtorf 's.Thefaurus  Lingua  Hebrseac,  p.  639 
--669. 

SECT.     IV. 

PAGE     11 6. 

1.  Yet  this  doArine  was  maintained  by  Erafmus, 
Luther,  Melancthon^  Camerarius,  Beza,  DruGus,  Ca* 
iaubon^  Glaffius,  Gauker,  Solanus,  Olearius,  and  Vor- 
ftiusj  though  denied  by  Pfochenius,  Stolberg^  Schmid, 
Georgi,  and  Black walL  See  Ernefti  Inftitutio  Inter- 
pretis  N.  T.  p.  41.  ed.  3***.  lipfim  1775* 

a.  The  modern  advocates  for  the  purity  of  the  lan- 
guage, in  which  the  New  Teftament  is  written,  have 
been  ignorant  perhaps  that  Origen  and  Chryfoftom,  who 
of  all  the  ancient  fathers  were  heft  able  to  diftinguifli 
ckiBc  from  undaffic  Greek,  were  direQIy  of  a  contrary 
opinion.  See  Simon  Hiftoire  critique  du  Textedu  N.T. 
cb.  26.  and  Wetftenii  Libeili  ad  criOn  atque  interpreta*- 
tionem  N,  T.  Hal«  1766,  p.  48 — 60. 

PAGE    121. 

3*  A  particular  account  of  the  writings  of  thofe  au- 
thors, who  have  engaged  in  this  controverfy,  may  be  (een 
in  Walchii  Bibliotbeca  Theologica,  Tom.  IV.  p.  27S 
•—£89.  See  alfo  Fabricii  Bibliotbeca  Grasca,  Tom.  IV. 
p,  224-^217.  To  the  authors  efauiAerated  by  Walcb, 
and  Fabricius^  may  be  added  Dr.  Campbell,  who  in 
the  firft  part  of  his  Firft  Preliminary  Diflertation 
bM  an  excellent  eflay  on  the  language  pf  the  New 
Jjbftament. 

'     FACE     122. 

4*  Ia  thefe  cafes  therefore  no  Hebraifm  can  take 
place^     The  whole  fentence  in  the  original  is  very  ob-  ' 

fcure^ 
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fcure,  and  I  have  not  been  hbie  to  render  it  more  clear 
in  the  tranflation. 

S     E     C     T.       V. 

PAGE    123. 

1.  Thefe  are  explained  in  every  Lexicon  on  the  New 
Teftament,  of  which  the  moft  valuable  is  that  of 
Scbleufner^publiflied  at  Leipzig  in  1792,  in  two  vols.  8vo. 

PAGE   124. 

2.  This  very  excellent  Grammar,  which  is  written  in 
German,  was  publifhed  at  Gottingen  in  1781.  In  the 
place  to. which  our  author  refers,  he  takes  notice  of  the 
frequent  repetition  of  the  Vau  prxfixum  in  Arabic,  as 
wey^  as  in  Hebrew. 

3.  See  Glaffii  Pbilologia  facra^  Tom.  L  p.  394— 396. 
ed.  Dathe. 

4*  Becauie  there  is  no  fuch  verb  in  Hebrew. 
..  5.  The  German  phrafe  ufed  by  our  author  to  exprefs 
literally  ^i;in  PUH-is  *derMannda/  which  rendered 
word  for. word  is,  ^  that  man  there;'  an  expreffion  which 
favours  at  prefent  of  vulgarifm,  yet  exadiy  correfponds 
to  the  Hebrew. 

PAGE   125. 

.   7.  See  Glaffii  Pbilologia  facra,  Tom.  L  p.  67—79. 
ed.  Dathe..^ 

PAGE  126. 

7*  The  ufe  of  the  two  pronouns  s  and  leuTir  feems  not 
to  be.  perfeQly  parallel  in  this  example  to  the  ufe  of  ItS^tt 
with  the  fuffix  of  the  following  word,  for  the  two  Greek 
pronouns  belong  to  two  different  fubftantives,  whereas 
the  fingular  conftru£lion  of  le^X  confifts  in  its  being  ap- 
plied to  the  very  fame  word  which  has  likewife  a  fuffix. 
See  BuxtorPi  Thefaurus^  p.  395.  To  render  the  phrafe 
a  Hebraifm,  it  mud  be  written^  pu  to  vluoir  a\nu  »  rti  x^^V 

AUTB : 
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AUTs:  and  Joftin  Martyr,  in  bis  Dialogue  with  Trypho, 
quotes  precifely  in  this  manner.  Our  author  in  order  to 
illuftrate  the  Hebraifm,  has  added  l^O  "KtfUi  hut  it  may 
be  afked  whether  "IC^K,  when  ufed  pleonatiically,  is  ever 
followed  by  a  prefix.  In  the  other  examples,  which 
our  author  has  taken  from  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel^ 
ch.  viii.  1,  5,  23^  28.  the  fingularity  of  the  conftruftion 
confifts  in  the  repetition  of  aurw,  but  it  does  not  appear 
in  what  manner  this  is  connefted  with  the  Hebrew  pro- 
noun relative. 

8.  See  Note  3.  to  chap.  i. 

9.  Whoever  reads  this  fentence  will  naturally  fuppofe 
thac  the  Seventy  have  ufnally  tranilated  TTSi  by  vixo?,  it  is 
therefore  neceflary  to  obferve,  that  though  rfii  i^  ufed 
forty*five  times  in  the  Hebrew  Bible,  the  Seventy  have 
rendered  it  only  in  ieven  inftances  by  wx^^,  namely  1  Sam. 
ii.  26.  Jerem.  iii.  5.  Amos  i.  ii.  viii.  7.  Jobxxxvi^  7. 
Lam*  iii.  18.  v.  2a     In  one  inftance,  1  Chron.  xxix.  1 1. 
it  is  rendered  irtKn,  in  other  cafes  it  is  tranflated  aiiw,  nA^j 
voXvc  Xfotwff,  ai/tift,  parapbrafed  by  is^y^i  &c  as  thofe  li^ill 
find  who  take  the  iame  pains  to  compare  with  the  Sep- 
tuagint  the  examples  of  nyj  which  are  given  in  BuxtdrTs 
Concordance;     Now  the  objed  of  the  prefent  inquiry  is 
not  to  difcover  what  new  fenfes  may  be  invented  For  HXdt 
by  the  aid  of  foreign  literature,  but  to  afcertain  the 
meaning,  which  the  Seventy  defigned  to  exprefs  by  it, 
arid  this  comparifdn  renders  h  at  leaft  doubtful  whether 
they  intended  to  afcribe  to  wMf  the  fame  ext^t  of  mean- 
ing, as  mtJ  admits  in  the  Hebrew  ;  for  in  tfti  cafe  diere 
could  have  been  no  neceffity  for  uiing  different  Greek 
words,  according  to  the  different  fenfes  of  the  Hebrew 
original.    Biel,  in  his  Lexion  ad  LXX  Interpretes;  Tom. 
ii.  p.  387.  fays,  that  Aquila  has  rendered  Tt^fy  by  n?  »moc, 
in  one  or  two  infiances^  Where  the  Seventy  have  ufedfic 
TffAo^     But  this  is  no  proof  that  yixoc  and  rrx^c  are  iyno- 
nymous,  and  fiiews  only  that  different  tranflators  have 
differently  underftood  the  original  Hebrew :  for  on  fuch 
principles  we  might  conclude  that  the  words  '  vidory* 
and '  eternity'  are  fynonymoos,  beeaufe  the  lame  Greek 

word 
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word  which  Lutber  has  rendered  by  the  former,  MtchaeUs 
has  tranflated  by  the  latter. 

It  does  not  appear  then  from  the  authority  of  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  and  certainly  not  from  the  authority  oiany  claffic 
author^  that  we  have  any  reafon  to  afcribe  to  wmoc  the 
fenfe  of  either  ^  truth'  or  'eternity.'  With  refpeft  to  the 
former,  we  may  venture  to  go  a  ftep  further,  and  doubt 
whether  the  Hebre>e  word  itfelf  is  capable  of  that  mean- 
ing.    It  is  true  that  we  find  in  Simonis's  Hebrew  Lexi- 
con, among  other  explanations  of  nVJI  that  of  Veritas ; 
and  in  fupport  of  this  meaning  appeal  is  made  to  the 
four  following  paflages,  Job  xxxiv.  36.  Habbakuk  i.  4. 
Lament,  iii.  18.  Prov.  xxi.  28.     But,  what  is  an  extraor- 
dinary circumftance,  the  Seventy  have  not  rendered  it  in 
one  of  thefe  examples  by  aAndsi^,  or  by  any  other  word 
expreifive  of  truth;  and,  what  is  dill  more  extraordinary, 
in  not  9,  fingle  inftance  in  the  whole  Bible.    The  authors 
therefore  of  the  Alexandrine  verfion,  who  muft  be  fup- 
pofed  to  have  underftood  Hebrew,  have  never  afcribed 
to  nSfi  the  fenfe  of  truth;  and  the  Syriac  tranflator  of 
the  Old  Teflament,  if  we  except  the  laH:  example^  has 
ufed  no  word  that  even  borders  on  that  meaning.  *  Hab. 
>•  4.  nXib  is  rendered  l^a-avo.  Job  xxxiv.  36.  Pllfi  ^V  is 
rendered  M>qip  f^.  Lament,  iii.  iS.  nifyis  tranflaCed  \^^. 
and.  Prov.  xxi.  28.  where  f\mh  is  rendered  in  the  Sep-- 
tuagint  fvXaffcofAmf^  we  find  in  the  Syriac  verfion  Mj*^ 
which  is  derived  from  y^  re£la  comendit.  The  evidence 
of  the  Vulgate  is  equally  unfavourable  with  tfaiat  of  the 
Septuagim,  nor  does  it  appear  that  any  Lexicographer  or 
tranflator  has  rendered  fVii  by  Veritas,  before  the  time  of 
the  celebrated  Albrecht  Scholtens,  for  neither  Buxtorf 
nor  Caftel  have  taken  it  in  this  fenfe.     It  may  be  aflbod 
then  by  what  means  the  learned  of  the  eighteenth  cen<^ 
tury  have  tnade  this  difcovery,  a  queftioo  to  which  pro- 
bably no  other  anfwer  can  be  given,  than  that  the  Arabic 
verb  ^y^y  which  in  the  fiiA  conj.  fignifies  monuit,  is  ex- 
plained in  the  third  conj.  vere  re£keque  fe  habtiit.     Now 
not  to  mention  that  the  Hebrew  and  Arabic  verbs  in  this 
inftance,  though  fimilar  in  form,  are  difcordant  in  fenfe, 

.  nothing 
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nothing  can  be  more  uncertain  than  an  attempt  to  ez« 
plain  the  meaning  of  a  word  on  principles  of  etymology* 
In  proof  of  this,  we  need  only  to  have  recourfe  to  the 
£ngli(h  word  ^  virtue/  which  is  at  leaft  as  nearly  allied  to 
the  Latin  virtus  and  the  Italian  vinu,as  the  Hebrew  nVJ 
to  the  Arabic  ^uoS*  But  if  a  learned  philologer,  who 
lived  in  fome  diftant  country,  and  was  unacquainted 
with  the  adual  ufage  of  the  £ngli(h  language,  fhould 
inveftigate  the  meaning  of  the  word  '  virtue*  by  help  of 
the  Latin,  he  would  afcribe  to  it  the  fenfe  of '  valour,'  if 
by  the  help  of  the  lulian  that  of  ^  a  tafte  for  the  fine 
arts.'  Future  critics  will  have  recourfe  perhaps  to  the 
iCthiopic,  like  Schultens  to  the  Arabic,  and  difcoVer 
with  the  fame  eafe  that  nV3  has  the  fenfe  of  innocence 
and  chaflity. 

to.  It  does  not  appear  what  connexion  this  paflage  in 
Ifaiah  has  with  an  explanation  of  irixc(  by  means  of  rUT^ 
for  nOK  not  nV3  i»  there  ufed. 

PACE    187. 

11.  The  Seventy  have  here,  as  ufual,  tranflated  JlQK 
literally  and  properly  by  aXu^nm.  There  feems  no  room 
for  the  admiffion  of  a  Hebrailm,  and  had  they  uied  »»imc 
on  this  occaGon,  it  would  have  been  the  only  inftance  in 
the  whole  Septuagint. 

12.  This  conjedure  was  made  by  Ludovicus  Cap- 
pellus,  but  it  is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  no  manu* 
fcript,  and  no  verfion.  Befides  TYiib  Hab.  i.  4.  is  tranf* 
lated  in  the  Septuagint  ug  ii)iog. 

13.  If  we  admit  that  he  thought  in  Hebrew  when  he 
wrote  IK  vmoc,  does  it  follow  that  he  thought  on  nK3>    if 
he  had  DDK  before'  his  eyes  ? 

14.  That  pinof  here  fignifies  ^  truth,'  depends  on  the 
two  following  conditions,  i.  That  n!f3  has  that  fenie. 
2.  That  the  Greek  word  is  ufed  in  the  lame  latitude  as 
the  Hebrew.  The  firfl:  condition  is  improbable,  the 
fecond  almoft  impoffible,  as  appears  from  note  9.  But 
even  if  we  allow  that  the  Hebrew  word  admits  that  fenfe, 

no 
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no  inference  can  be  deduced  with  refpeO:  to  the  Greek, 
for  rVHi  fignifies  likewife  *  viSory/  and  that  this  is  the 
fenfe  which  the  Seventy  intend  to  exprefs,  when  they  ren- 
der it  by  uxof,  or  at  leaft  not  that  of  truth,  appears  from 
the  circumftance,  that  they  have  never  ufed  it  for  DDH  or 
any  other  Hebrew  word,  whofe  literal  and  proper  fenfe  is 
,  Veritas.  The  Syriac  tranflator  likewife  has  taken  hx»?, 
Maiih.  xii.  ao.  in  the  fenfe  of '  viftory,'  for  he  has  tranf- 
lated  it  by  (Zxaoi,  though  nDN*7  Ifaiah  xlii.  3.  is  rendered 
ji^AQQo.  Whether  the  Greek  text,  as  it  Itands  at  pre- 
ient,  Matth.  xii.  18,  19,  ao,  21,  which  is  certainly  not 
taken  from  the  Septuagint^  be  an  accurate  tranflation  of 
the  Hebrew,  Ifaiah  xlii.  1,  2,  3,  is  another  inquiry.  Mr. 
Bowyer  propofes  to  alter  vixo?  to  nxo?. 

15.  That  viiof  here  fignifies  ^  eternity'  depends  again 
on  the  fuppofition  that  it  may  be  ufed  in  the  fame  la- 
titude as  nVi,  which  the  above-mentioned  comparifon 
renders  highly  improbable.  It  is  true  tbat  (inte  the 
time  of  Glallius,  who  adopted  this  explanation  in  his 
Philologia  facra,  it  has  been  faihionable  for  above  a  ceb- 
lury  to  explain  nxoq  in  this  paffage  by  ^  eternity,*  and 
thbfc  who  have  been  accufed  of  ignorance  who  have  hot 
known*  that  this  was  its  meaning.  Bec^ufe  nvj  is 
fometimes  tranflated  wxbc,  and  admits  the  fenfe  of  eter- 
nity, it  has  been  concluded  that  wxo?  has  the  fame  mean- 
ing, without  examining  the  paffages,  or  comparing  the 
JHebrew  with  the  Greek. 

The  queftion  may  be  determined  with  ftill  greater 
certainty  by  comparing  the  antient  verfions.  1  Cor.  xv. 
54.  xftlsTToSn  ^»ifa%^  iirvmog  is  rendered  in  the  Syriac  ver- 
fion  of  the  N.  T.  jZo^to  jZo^w^i^^,  and  in  the  Vulgate 
abforptaeft  mors  in  vi£loria.  The  pafTage  itself  is  taken 
from  Ifaiah  xxv;  8.  nVi*7  niDTI  VbX  which  in  the 
Septuagint  is  rendered  xciliin(¥  0  ^^0^0^  »o'x^0'«?,  and  in 
the  Syriac  verfion  jZobto  I^Loib  viI^niA*.  Here  are  feveral 
circtimftances  that  are  worthy  of  notice,  i.  The  Seventy 
underftoQd  not  nV^S  in  this  [ialTageln  the  fenfe  of  ir^ 
ffiternum  ;  for  in  that  cafe  they  woald  not  have  ufed 
i^Xf^troif^  but  tig  IfAof^  or  Eif  aim»y  as  may  i^e  feen  on 

coitiparing 
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comparing  the  paiTages  pnxluced  by  fiuxtorf.  a.  The 
Syriac  tranflator  of  the  O.  T.  has  uicd  l^^dic^,  cum  vic- 
toria. 3.  The  Syriactranflator  of  the  N-T,  has  rendered 
MK0C9  ^  Cor.  XV.  54.  by  the  very  fame  word.  4.  Jerom 
has  tranflated  it  by  vi6boria.  5.  St.  Paul  immediately 
after  the  expreOion  ut  iru«c  adds  «s  93  datvellt^  to  xwUpw  ; 
w»  ^a,  W119  TO  »ixof ;  Now  no  writer  whatfoever  can  ufo 
the  fame  word,  on  one  and  the  fame  Tubjeft,  and  almoft 
in  the  fame  line  in  fenfes  fo  different  as  viBx>ry  and  eter- 
nity, without  expofiog  himfelf  in  a  very  high  degree  to 
the  charge  of  obfcuriiy.  Having  examined  the  evidence 
in  favour  of  the  tranflation  ^  vidory/  impartiality  re- 
quires that  we  ftould  produce  fuch  evidence  as  can  be 
brought  againft  it.  In  the  Vulgate  ilVsSt  Ifai.  xxv.  8. 
18  rendered  in  fempiter num  3  the  fame  is  ekpreBed  in  the 
Chaldee  p^apbrafe^  and  the  Svriac  tranflator  of  the  Old 
Teftament  immediately  after  l^osv^  has  added  ^)a^^, 
as  if  be  doubted  in  which  of  the  two  fenfes  he  fiioold 
take  rnUy  and  therefore  expre&d  both.  But  this  aflfefis 
the  fiebrew  only,  and  not  the  Greeks  iRrhich  alone  is  die 
objeffc  of  the  prefent  inquiry  $  and  fince  this  addition 
was  rejeOed  by  the  Syriac  tranflator  of  the  N.  T«  it  ra«- 
tber  atigmeots  than  diminiflies  the  force  of  thefe  argu^ 
ments,  as  far  as  relates  to  mxoc. 

InAead  therefore  of  feeking  for  an  Hebrailin  in  taxoc^ 
may  we  n«t  apply  it  to  wkfrAn?  The  verb  ufed  in  xhe 
Hebrew  is  yh^^  and  in  the  Syriac  ivttrfionas  well  i  Cor* 
XV.  54.  as  Ifaiab  iriiL  ^  we  find  nlo*  Thde  are  one 
and  tbe  fame  verb  iignifyit^  Jaerally  abforpfit)  attd  figa- 
ratively  vicit.  On  this  principle  the  paflage  in  queftioa 
would  be  traaHaiied,  ^  Death  is  overcome  with  triumph/ 
It  i^  at  leaft  an  accurate  tranflation  of  tbe  Syriac  lext^ 
to  wlttch  more  deference  is  due,  than  to  a  commeneafeor 
of  the  eighteenth  cenuiry^ 

i6«  XSSf  fignifies  literally  jacuit,  coivity  and  nXSItfj 
cubatio,  coitus^  That  the  Seventy  have  taken  n!l3tt^  in 
this  fenfe  appears  from  the  very  trajtSation  xoOn ;  for  to 
apply  a  word  which  JQgnifies  cuiiile^  to  exprefs  effufio,  is 
a  meiapbor  fo  Jarced  and  unnatural,  that  it  is  haidly  io 

be 
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be  fuppofed  in  any  writer  whaifoever;  It  is  our  author's 
intention  to  fliew  that  xotlc  admits  the  fenfe  of  {emen ; 
but  neither  the  Greek  nor  the  Hebrew  word  is  capable 
of  that  fenfe,  where  the  one  is  followed  by  o'vcpiMalof,  the 
other  by  y^\.  With  refpeA  to  Rom.  ix.  lO.  which  thefc 
pa0ages  in  the  Septuagint  are  defigned  .to  illuftrate^ 
though  moT€  difficult  themfeives  than  the  pafTage  in 
queftion,  the  cleared  and  earlieft  explanation  is  that  given 
by  Dr.  Rofenmiiller,  in  his  Scholia  in  N.  T.  JLoHn  re- 
fpondens  hebr.  22^D  et  DUDB^  primo  fenfu  eft  cubile, 
deii)de.per  mctoiiyihiam  adjunfti  cifj^ptcf  fie  exprimitur 
concubitus :  deinde  per  longius  euntem  figuram  con- 
ceptio,  quod  inde  patet,  quia  additur  tg  tyo^,  et  concipere 
ex  aliquo  dicitur. 

1 7*  The  reafon  afligned  by  Ev€  for  calling  her  firft 
born  fon  \^p  is  B^^K  ♦DOp. 
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1^0  It  is  true  that  Ffiy^  p  is  uranflated  Exod.  x.  29. 
by  tifn^»i9  but  the  Hebrew  as  W4$1I  as  the  Greek  verb  in 
this  inftaace  is  rather  expreffive  of  connianind,  tfaam  of 
affirmation  or  approbation,  and  pmay  be  inone  properly 
Uranflated  '  thus'  than  either  *  rightly*  or  '  wcil^*  which 
lad  is  uied  ia  the  Engliih  verfion,  for  ihivugb  Mofes 
complied^  he  approved  not  the  condu^  of  Pharaoh. 
Thib  king  of  Egypt  had  ordered  Mofes  to  depart  from 
hi$  prefence^  and  had  threatened  him  with  death  if  be 
;again  ventured  to  approach  him;  to  which  Mofes  re- 
plied, ^  Thou  haft  thus  commanided,  I  will  iee  thy  face 
no  more.' 

19.  Even  in  Attic  Greek  fimilar  expreffions  wereufed 
tQ  denote  affirmation*    floiXjv  o  Kju^oc  %(9S»*  Ovxm  urcfov^ 

u»Hf»t  fvoidc  T91V  ffAHv  X'^*^9  ^  ^*  Mtmm  Efn  ^  Op^ijifc, 

Xenophonti  Exp.  €yr.  min.  Lib.  I.  c«  6.  p.  ^5. 
cd.  Zeuoe. 
90.  In  the  foUowing  literal  tranfiation  the  order  of 
the  Arabic  words  is  retaiaed^  ita  dixifti^  et  contra  fpiri- 

t  ai.  Of 
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21.  Of  this  fingular  people^  who  live  in  the  heiab- 
bourhood  of  Mount  Lebanon,  are  governed  by  their  own 
Emir,  who  is  independent  of  the  Turks,  and  have  a  re- 
ligion peculiar  to  theAifelves,  a  full  and  accurate  defcrip- 
tion  may  be  feen  in  Eichhorn's  Repertorium,  Vol.  XII. 
p.  108-— 224.  Thofe  who  arc  unaquainted  with  Ger- 
man literature  will  find  the  beft  account  in  AdIerV 
Mufeum  Cuficum  Borgianum,  Romae  1782.  Likewife 
Arvieux  and  Niebuhr  have  defcribed  them  in  their 
Ttavels. 

2t.  Becaufe  no  one  would  corred  XaXwH^fio  wXnfuflo^^ 
whereas  the  other  correftion  is  natural  and  obvious. 

23.  Our  author  refers  here  to  his  Note  on  1  Mace, 
iv.  19.  and  he  there  refers  to  this  part  of  his  Introduc- 
tion ;  but  in  both  places  is  given  the  fame  explanation 
of  wXf^fom,  and  nearly  in  the  fame  words. 
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24.  Our  author's  conjedurelhat^^D  was  ufed  1  Mace, 
iv.  19.  in  the  original  language  in  which  that  book  was 
written^  is  highly  probable,  as  the  Syriac  tranflator  has 
Viio,  and  Jofephus  itaXiyofMtt.  Nor  is  it  improbable  that 
the  Greek  tranflator  either  miftook  ^*7D,  locutus  eft, 
for  K^D,  implevit,  or  in  the  copy  from  which  he  tranf- 
lated  found  the  latter  falfely  written  for  the  former*  He 
tranflated  therefore  literally  by  vAii^om  the  word  which 
either  was  in  his  copy,  or  which  he  iuppofed  to  be  there : 
but  it  is  neither  a  neceflary  nor  a  probdble  confequence, 
that  vXfifou  through  this  miftake  acquired  the  fenfe  of 
the  verb,  which  ought  to  have  been  tranflated. 

Our  author  goes  even  a  ftep  further,  and  on  the  fup- 
pofition  that  xrXnfou  admits  the  fenfe  of  loquor>  makes  a 
tranfition  to  that  of  doceo,  which  he  applies  to  Matth. 
v.  17.  Luke  vii.  1.  Rom;  xv.  19.  This  is  to  invent  a 
fenfe  for  which  there  is  no  authority ;  but  even  if  vXnfw 
were  capable  of  that  meaning,  we  ihould  be  ho  gainers 
by  its  application  to  thefe  three  paflages,  which  are  per- 
feflly  intelligible^  according  to  their  literal  tranflation. 
With  refpe£l  to  the  firft,  Matth,  v.  17.  ax  uxOoy  xa1«Xvr«ft 

fcil. 
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(fcil.  vojUQV  xai    vfo^iSlati),'  aXXa  lifAupwo'^i,   it   (ccm^  to  be 

our   author's   intention  to  obviate  an  ancient  objcftion 
to  this   paflage,  *  that  Chrift  aboliflied  the  Mofaic  hwj 
and  therefore  cannot  be  fa  id  to  have  fulfilled  it.'     But" 
it  may  be  replied  to  this  new  explanation,  that  if  Chrift 
taught  the  Mofaic  law,  he  cannot  be  faid  to  have  abo- 
liflied it.     Dr.  Campbell  has  rendered  the  paflage,  '  I 
am  not  come  to  defl:roy,  but  to  ratify  j'  and  in  different 
commentaries  we  find  different  explanations,  all  of  which 
are  grounded  oil  the  fuppofition  that  Chrift  had  for- 
mally aboliflied  the  law  of  Mofes.     But  where  does  this 
appear  from  any  one  fingle  fpeech  or  aftion  of  our  Sa- 
viour ?     He  was  circumcifed,  educated  as  a  Jew,  fre- 
quented the  fynagogue,   fupported   flie  honour  of  the 
temple,  and  fanftioned  by  his  prefence  the  celebration 
of  the  Jewifli  feafts.     He  cenfured  the  hypocrify  of  the 
Pharifees,  and  the  falfe  glofles  of  the  Rabbins  ^  but  he 
refpefted  the  honour  of  their  lawgiver,  and  fliewed  in 
his  general  conduQ  a  deference  to  the  rules  prefcribed 
•by  the  Pentateuch.     His  declaration  to  the  womin  of 
Samaria,  that  trhe  time  fliould  come  when  they   fliould 
neither  worfliip  on  mount  Gerizim   nor  in  Jerufalem, 
relates  only  to  the  holinefs  of  the  place  of  worfhip;  and 
implies  by  no  means  an  abolition  of  the  forms,  that  were 
then  in  ufe  in  the  fynagogue  of  Judaea,  which  are  prac- 
tifed  by  the  Jews  at  this  very  day  in  every  quarter  of 
the  globe,   as  far  as  circumftances  permit.     It  is  true 
that  Chrift  propofed  in  one  or  two  inftances  an  amend- 
ment of  the  Mofaic  laws,  for  inftance  in  that  relative  to 
divorces.     But  an  amendment  of  a  fingle,  or  evea  of. 
feveral  laws  cannot  be  conftrued  into  a  formal  abolition 
of  the  whole  conftitution:  and  this  laft- mentioned  ex- 
ample  in   particular  affeds    not  our  prefent  queftion, 
which  relates  not  to  the  civil  polity  of  the  Jews,  but  to 
their  religious  rites  and  ceremonies.     If  Chrift  had  com- 
manded his  difciples  to   rejeft  the  Mofaic  inftitutions, 
would  the  Apoftles  aflembled  at  Jerufalem,  fome  time 
.after,  his  death,  have  commanded,  in  the  inftrudions 
^ which  they  fent  to  the  converts  at  Antioch,  an  abftinqnce 
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fipm  QA^s  offer^  to  idoUy  from  blocdv  and  trim  thiing' 
ftrangled,  in  cbe  fame  fenience,  and  in  Aclaaac  pofitiy^ 
jQ^anMr,  as  they  coioaunded  an  abftioence  from  fornw 
cation'?  Would  St.  Peter,  before  he  had. the  vifion  io 
the  houfe  oF  Cornelius,  have  aaade  a  diftindion  betwfeeir 
the  Jew  and  the  Gentile  *"?  And  when  in  confeqiienee 
of  the  vifion  he  preached  io  the.  iHicircumgired,  voiitd 
his  behaviour  have  excited  aftoniflnnent  among  the  elders 
and  brethren  to  jerufalem*?  It  is  a  known  f9&  char  ib^ 
primitive  Chriftiam  in  JeruialenD,  til)  the  capture  of  t)»ai 
city  by  the  Romans,  ftili  abdhered  to  the  Levitieal  Uw^ 
and  had  not  the  (evere  penalties  inflided  by  Hadrian  on 
the  Jews  deterred  the  Chrifiians  in  JElia  Capitolina  from 
eiercifing  the  rites  of  the  fynagogue,  it  is  probabk  ib?t 
in  the  couDtries  adjacent  to  PalefUne,  the  example  of  the 
Na^arenes  would  have  been  more  g^eaeratty  JFoUowedr 
^nd  the  law  of  Mofes  u-niied  with  ihe  fatih  pf  Cbrift. 
The  outward  forms^  of  the  Jewifibceligion^  objefU  un- 
worthy the  attention  of  our  Saviour,  he  permitted  to  tafe 
their  natural  courfe;  he  delivered  doArines  and  precepts 
far  the  belief  and  conduft  of  hts  foUawerSx  but  left  it  an- 
determined,  whether  the  edifice  in  whkh  they  aOewhled 
fliould  be  caHed  a  fynagogue  or  a  church.  Inftead 
iherefore  of  taking  refuge  in  forced  explanations  to 
refcue  the  paflage  from  contradifUon,  where  no  .contrar 
difiion  exifts  we  may  reply  to  the  objedion,  that  its  pircr 
mifes  aite  falfe. 

$5.  It  ispFohaUe  that  the  ancient  Hebrew  otr  jB(9iith 
Canaanitic  became  extin£t  as  a  livkig  language  during, 
the  captivity ;  the  Jewiih  childi«n,  who  were  born  m  Ba^ 
bylon^  having  learnt  Chaldee,  in  the  iame  manxier  as  the 
children  of  the  French  refu^es^  have  leamt  Eii^iih ;. 
1^0  would  be  qnable,^  (hould  they  retiKn  to  iheir  ciii^- 
nalicountry,  t^fpcak  the  }angu^  of  their  ancefiors. 
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a6u  This  quotation  £romihc  Talmud  has  Iktk  fisuk 
Ihi^  to  Rom*  ii.   t^^^^ii;.  which,  as  o^f  author  !himiUf 
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fapf  k  is  4e%ned  to  iUju^ratte ;  9od  cvcp  die  iin^e  R^^* 
bjrjic?!  exprelDoJis,  if  we  exccf^t  ope  in^l^nc^.  vary  W4r 
terially  from  chofe,  which  are  fuppofed  to  cprrefpood  to 
them  in  the  Greek.  In  thepaflage  of  Hofea,  to  which 
reference  is  made  at  the  £iid  of  th^  quotation^  no  allufiori 
X$  m94c  to  jadiciii(9  veritttis. 

27.  |*wWi(hed  by  Du  Fra^k^  ^t  Halle,  in  i^4€.  J^ 
the  page  tp  which  our  author  ^cfer«5  th^  lodiao  prov^r.|> 
iifelf  i$  quoced,  Yin^y  ojritudti  flur^cigri  pole^  ac  fi  cic- 
phantu$  per  oilioluia  iiitr^r.^  gctUr^t* 

^3.  But  if  the  fubjeft  wer^,i;u>t  in  (omc  rel^^e^  neipr^ 
hpw  CQuJd  Nicode^ius  mfw^r^  v«r.  9.  vrias  M^rfu  vmAf^ 
y^i9dj94 }  Tht  risgeneratioii  defcribed  Jahn  ii,  Q^^^4* 
i$  not  purely  Rabbinical,  for  the  Rabbdns  afjuribed  jt  to 
bgptifm  ai>d  icircumcifipn^  avl^ierea^  it  is  here  aferibed  tp 
baptifi?)  and  the  fpirix.  See  Meiilcfaen'^  N,ov.  Teft^  ex 
TaJmii^e  jiUftraimn,  p.  gpi . 

ag.  I  inuftiaQc  par4'Q^  pf  otir  ai^thor  for  having  fub- 
ftitvued  tbU  kQt/^oc€  in  place  <>f  a  long  eonfuutipn  pf 
^bfurd  opimpR^y  from  which  the  CngljQ^  reader  would 
derive  neither  enter^a^iimeru  nor  iaft,rudioii, 
,  30,  This  work,  which  ia  written  ia  G^r^man,  was  p«b- 
U^ed  ^at  Gottingenip  1^7849  but  it  x$  i>ot  poe  pjf  the  bed 
of  his  produdions,     Jo  ^bc  fe^pn  10  whi(^  be  refers^  be 

Siyies  prie^cifely  the  Canie  expianaitipii  a^  in  this  luit^ 
u3ipn. 
31.  The  examples  produced  by  Buxtorf,  in  the  pU<e 
to  which  refcrer>c<5  H  hfre  wa^e^  are  rather  a  confirwa* 
tipn  of  the  common  explftnaiionv  iban  of  that  given  by 
<>ur  author :  at  leaft  Buxtorf  expiains  O^OB^  O0b  by 
prppi^r  I>eam>  wbicb  icp^tefpood^  %o  the  cpmnfipp  £;r- 

planaUpn  p/ <v  ^m/^WIi  Xj/^f^by  propter  Chriftu^. 

f  Aoa  .184- 
3*.  .rO*J3*?  "l^tt  ny23if  judges  j^Ik.  ^4. 
^3.  J>r.  RpfMnntilkr,   in  bis  Note  tp  ibis  p^age, 
9iaKc«  (be  fi^Uo^riog  \fTyj\x^j^ifix^on  t}u»  eigp^mtion 
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of  our  authof,  Prsferenda  eflct  fine  dubio  hacc  expTicaiio^ 
fi  Martus  addidiflet  verbum  yiy^oivrai,  vel  Xtyu  n  y^&f  n 
ut  Rom.  xi.  2. 
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34.  See  Note  4.  to  feft.  3*  of  this  chapter.  But  bc- 
fide  the  two  principal  divifions  into  Eaft  and  Weft  Ara- 
maean, or  Chaldee  and  Syriac,  a  branch  of  this  language 
has  been  difcovered  by  Profeflbr  Adler,  which  differs  in 
fome  refpeds  from  both,  and  is  defcribed  in  the  third 
part  of  the  Novi  Teftamenti  Verfiones  Syriacae,  Simplex, 
Philoxeniana,  et  Hierofolymicana,  denuo  examinatas,  et 
ad  fidem  Codd.  MSS.  Bibl.  Vaticanae,  Angelicae,  Affe- 
manianxi  Medicaeae,  Regfae,  aliarumque,  novis  obf.  atque 
tabulis  aeneis  illuftratae  a  J.  G.  Adler,  Hafniae  1789,  4*^. 

35.  Livy,  (Lib.  XXVIII.  c.  xxxviii.)  fpeaking  of 
the  chief  magiftrates  of  Carthage,  pames  them  not  Con- 
futes, but  according  to  the  Phoenician  language,  Suf- 
fetes,  a  word  which  correfponds  to  the  Heb.  lD*lDflW» 
The  fingle  Chaldee  words  here  mentioned  by  our  author 
are  explained  in  the  Lexicons  to  the  New  Teftament. 

36.  As  this  treatife  is  written  in  German,  it  is  necef- 
fary  to  give  an  abftra6l  of  our  author's  explanation  of 
thefe  three  paflages.  The  expreflion  ytvtna^xi  S-a^ar*, 
John  viii.  52.  Heb.  ii.  9.  he  illuftrates  by  two  Syriac 
paflages  from  the  works  of  Ephraem.  The  firft  is  taken 
from  Aflemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  L  51.  A.J  p^oio  j*. 
20::^!  ^"N^i  which,  tranflated/wbrd  for  word,  is  *  one 

*  death  is  over  us  which  we  fliall  tafte.'  The  other  ex- 
ample, taken  from  Ephraem's  Commentary  on  Genefis, 
Tom.  L  p.  46.  explains  at  the  fame  time  the  reafon  of 
the  metaphor,  the  expreflion  being  ufed  *  to  tafte  the 
cup  of  death,'  i^Q^J  ]«^»  To  obviate  the  objeflion  that 
might  be  made  to  this  Syriafm,  that  the  expreflion  was 
made  by  a  Syrian  Chriftian,  who  might  have  adopted  it 
from  the  New  Teftament,  he  produces  a  quotation  from 
an  Arabic  Heathen  poet,  who  ufes  the  fame  phrafe,  *  to 

'  drink  the  cup  of  death,  or  deftruQion,'  ^ji;^  xr^^^- 

Z  Cor.   xii.   7.   tfo^n  (mi  vkoM^I^   tj  o-aj xi   ayyiAoc  UflB- 
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T«v,  iv»  f*g  xoXapi^ri*  Our  author,  having  previoufly 
obferved  that  it  was  ufual  among  the  Jews  to  afcribe  all 
difeafes  to  the  influence  of  evil  fpirits,  who  were  con- 
fidered  as  eniiffaries  of  Satan,  produces  the  following 
fimilar  expreffion  of  a  Syriac  writer,  (x^iffemani  Bib.  Or. 
Tom.  I.  p.  ai5.)  who,  fpeaking  of  a  diforder  with  which 
he  had  been  afflifled,  fays,  that  he  was  *  fmitten  on  the 
cheek  on  account  of  his  fins,'  |quJ^^  A-ooi  «^2ioio  ,^. 

The  third  example  (r>cayJaAi^«  he  illuftrates  from  the 
ufe  of  the  Syriac  verb  \iAO.  It  is  generally  faid  that 
cKapiacXi^t(r^on  tit  rm  is  an  Hebraifm,  becaufe  the  com- 
mon Greek  expreffion  is  xirfoo-xoTliiv  rtn,  or  tie  n,  arid  it 
is  explained  as  fuch  in  Vorftii  Comment,  de  Hebraifmis 
N.  T.  cap.  xxiv.  ^.  lo.  where  recourfe  is  had  to  the 
Hebrew  word  ^lifD.  Now  as  the  Hebrew  and  Syriac* 
verbs  are  in  this  inftance  precifely  the  fame,  it  feems  at 
firft  fight  a  matter  of  indifference  whether  we  ufe  the 
term  Hebraifm  or  Syriafm;  but  as  the  Syriac  tranflator 
of  the  N.  T.  renders  o-xapJaX«^«  by  \iAOj  and  the  Heb. 
httf2  is  tranflated  <niotyict\^^ta  in  only  one  inftance  of  the 
Septuagint,  viz.  Dan.  xi.  41.  and  even  this  inftance  was 
unknown  when  our  author  firft  publiflied  his  treatife  on 
the  Syriac  language,  the  Codex  Chigianus  being  printed 
in  1772,  he  was  certainly  juftified  in  referring  it  to  the 
clafs  of  Syriafms. 

37,  This  fenfe  is  afcribed  to  it  neither  in  Caftelli 
Lexicon  Heptaglotton,  nor  in  Buxtorf's  Lexicon,  Chald. 
Talm.  Rabbinicum,  though  the  elder  Buxtorf  devoted 
his  whole  life  to  the  ftudy  of  Rabbinical  writings. 

38.  The  literal  tranflation  of  the  original  is  *  inhabi- 
tation of  the  I^oly  Spirit,'  Our  author,  to  fhew  that 
bbUy  which  fignifies  in  Pael  texit,  obumbravit,  Is  ap- 
plied to  exprefs  the  inhabitation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  re- 
fers  to  2  Chron.  ii.  55.  but  that  chapter  has  only  eighteen 
verfes,  and  relates  to  a  totally  different  fubjefl.  Buxtorf 
has  quoted  near  twenty  paffages  where  7VD  is  ufed  in 
the  Chaldee  paraphrafe,  but  he  has  explained  none  of 
them  in  that  particular  fenfe  which  is  here  adopted  by' 
our  author.     And  even  if  we  admit  that  ^^^  is  capable 
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of  Acs  meaning^  h  docs  not  ip^r  what  ififereifDe  can 
b^  deduct  wiri)  r^fped  jLo  i#i#]cmi^m^  wbfcb  is  ufcd  id  |he 
Septua^i  for  p^  babitairft ^  aod  ?pQf  texic 

TAGt  136. 

39.  Here  it  b  exuemely  difficult  tp  comprehend  the 
force  of  our  author's  reafoningf  even  if  we  add  a  circum- 
ftance  which  he  has  omitted,  though  abfoluteljr  neceflary 
in  order  to  enforce  his  argument,  viz.  that  fvifina^ci, 
Luke  i.  35.  is  (fanflaied  in  the  Syriac  verfion  by  ^^ 
texit.  ^  Hence  U  derived  I<saL^tEalamas,  probably  from 
the  hangings  with  which  it  was  ornamented^  but  no  infer- 
ence can  be  deduced  from  a  derivative  to  its  primitive^ 
and  the  acceflbry  idea  whiph  takes  place  in  the  fubftan* 
tiye,  forms  no  j)arc  of  the  notion  exprefled  by  the  verb. 
If  then  the  notion  of  a  nuptial  bed  is  incapable  of  being 
transferred  from  the  Syriac  noun  to  the  Syriac  verb^  ftill 
lefs  can  it  be  transferred  to  the  Greek  verb,  for  which  it  i$ 
ufed*     See  Caftelli  Lexicoli  Mepr«  p.  346.  577. 
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40.  This  work  of  oaf  amboi-  is  written  in  German, 
and  was  pdblilhed  at  Halk  in  1 7 $3.  In  the  part  to 
which  he  refers,  he  gives  the  fame  explanation  of  va^ii- 
rxctf^  as  in  this  Introdudion^  ^nd  IrkeWrfe  ilhiftrates  its 
ufe  from  pafTages  of  the  Greek  father^. 

4l«  As  our  aiithot  explains  mfwirM,  Matth.  xxv|ii.  i. 
Luke  xxiii.  5^.  as  af  Syrjafm^  arid  hss  recourfe  to  the 
verb  }ou  it  is  natoral  to  fnppofe  that  it  is  the  verb  which 
is  ufed  by  the  Syriac  tfahfiator  for  tvifwrxM,  but  he  h^ 
rendered  it  in  both  plac^i  by  o^;^. 

42.  1  have  been  obliged  to  retain  this  terio,  with  the 
alteraddn  only  of  its  le^minsltion^  bccaurfe  it  has  acquired 
in  Gertnan  the  forc^  of  a  pfoper  name.  Every  reader 
will  know  thai  it'is  derived  from  xsnfofiaSitay  \(rhich  fig^ 
Aifies  loc)  opititlli  ei  detect  e  fcriptore.  '  The  GerlnaAs 
then  ufe  the  exprelBon  Syrifefie  Cbreftom^hie  to  e^- 
prefs  wbm  «6  Ibould  endtle  Sckfta  t  feriptoribiii  Syfik. 

43-  Th? 
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43.  The  /quoUiibn  ivbicfa  our  author  htte  produceflf 
from  Aflemani  Bib.  On  Tom.  I.  p.  atii  differs  frooi 
the  text  of  the  original,  in  refped  to  the  very  word  for 
which  the  quotation  is  made,  for  ;9q  is  not  ufed  in  that 
paflage.  The  text  in  Afieman  is  |£^ao  h^^woi^.  This 
example  therefore  <is  of  no  u(e  on  the  prefent  occaGon: 
the  fame  may  be  faid  of  the  fecoad  exam:ple  from  Aife- 
man^  where  cn^  is  likewife  ufed. 

44.  The  bdd  manner,  in  which  our  author  has  tranf- 
fattfd  the  Syriac,  has  unaA^oidably  occafioned  th^  fani^ 
bald  tfanflation  in  the  £ngU{b,  it  being  the  duty  of  a 
tranflator  to  repfefent  faithfully  the  ideas  of  the  writer, 
whofe  Works  he  delivers  to  the  puMic,  and  to  attend  hot 
otily  to  the  aieaning  of  a  <qfaotatfon,  as  k  is  generally 
underftood,  bm  as  it  h  underllood  in  particular  by  hi$ 
author.  This  will  ferve  as  an  apology  for  the  ufe  of  th6 
extraordinary  and  tfnclaflical  expreffion  *  to  light  in,' 
The  Germarr  word  is  hereinkuchten,  which  is  an  ^Bivt 
verb,  and  fignifies  to  ^  introduce  with  lijghis/  ai^d  hai 
a  very  different  meaning  from  the  neuter  verb  lucfcfco, 
the  ufual  tranSation  of  ^ou,  and  which  is  adopted  by 
Jofeph  Simon  Affeman,  a  Syrian  by  birth.  See  Affe* 
niani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  II.  p.  257.  It  is  allowable 
t6  fay  that  the  day  is  introduced  by  the  night,  but  the 
notion  of  the  day  being  lighted  in  by  the  night  involves 
fo  manifcft  a  cont*radi6tidn,  that  neither  the  affiftance  of 
a*  metaphor,  ihiot  6f  any  dfher  £gurd  of  rhetoric,  is  fuffiv 
ci^nt  to  defend  it 

45*.  Ih  the  Ai^abic  Chreftomathy,  or  Selcfta  e  fcfipto* 
tibu^  Arabicis,  p.  97.  is  ufed  the  verb  j^J,  to  which 
oar  author  refers  as  an  inftance  where  the  Arabic  verb 
fignifid^  apef uit,  and  this  is  alleged  as  a  proof  that  the 
SyriaC  ;gu  admits  the  fame  meaning.  Now  fetting  afide 
the  ihConcJufiv^nefs  of  this  etymological  argument,  j^ 
(igriifies  literally  and  propdrly  fodit^  and  is  particularly 
applied  to  the  bed  of  a  river,  correfponding  to  the  He- 
brew  IHi.  S«e  Gaftdli  Lexicon  fleptaglotton,  p,  2236. 
i^fh€f6  likiwifd  tb6  nieanirtg  of  th^  verb  idu  may  be  feen, 

€C4  which. 
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which,  as  well  as  the  Chaldee  verb  ISM9  is  eiplained  by 
no  word  expreffive  of  aperuiU 
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46.  But  if  the  Chaldee  *)nj,  and  the  Syriac  j«",  Gg- 
nify  literally  and  properly  illuxit,  what  necxflity  is  there 
for  having  recourfe  to  an  unwarranted  literal  fenfe^  in 
order  to  have  the  trouble  of  returning  to  a  fenfe  which 
is  here  called  figurative,  though  really  literal.  No  one 
will  deny  that  the  Eaftern  nations  united  the  idea  of  an 
opening  with  that  of  the  break  of  day  ;  Hnitf,  aurora, 
is  nearly  connefled  with  ^^a  fidit^  and  Hp^  diluculum, 

with  jjb  fidit.  The  connexion  is  natural  between  the 
dawn  of  day  and  rays  of  light  breaking  through  the 
clouds,  but  if  ;<'u  is  applied  to  exprefs  the  commence- 
ment of  the  Jewifh  day,  which  began  at  fun-fet,  all  con- 
nexion is  deftroyed  between  this  literal  fenfe  of  the  verb, 
provided  this  fenfe  exifts,  and  the  rifing  of  the  fun. 

47.  Namely  the  two  firft  Syriac  paflages,  for  our  au- 
thor makes  no  ufe  of  the  third,  becaufe  ;ou  is  not  ufed 
there.  But  we  muft  not  forget  that  though  ;cu  is  found 
in  the  fecond  example  in  our  author's  text,  it  is  not  in 
that  of  Afleman :  we  have  thetefore  no  other  concern 
than  with  the  firft  example. 

48.  Here  our  author's  argument  proves  againft  him- 
felf,  for  if  we  fay  ^  the  night  of  Tueiday  opens  the  great 
faft  day,'  which  can  have  no  other  meaning  than  *  the 
sight  of  Tuefday  introduces  the  great  faft  day,'  it  is  a 
contradifiion  to  fay  that  the  great  faft  day  began  the 
evening  before.  To  fet  this  matter  in  a  clear  light,  we 
muft  recoiled  that  the  word  Day  is  ufed  in  a  two-fold 
fenfe,  either  in  oppofition  to  darknefs  or  night,  or  ex- 
preffive of  a  period  of  four  and  twenty  hours,  which 
among  the  Jews  began  at  fun-fet.  Now  when  ;ou  is 
immediately  preceded  by  U^^,  nox,  as  in  this  example, 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  even  if  we  admit  the  fenfe  afcribed 
to  it  by  our  author,  that  it  refers  to  the  natural,  not  the 
civil  day. 

49.  If 
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4g,  If  *  Saturday  afternoon  at  five  o'clock*  were  ex- 
preffed  in  the  original  Syriac,  and  »«"  ufed  on  that  oc- 
cafion,  there  would  be  forae  reafon  for  admitting  the 
fenfe  afcribed  by  our  author  to  the  Syriac  verb.  But  in 
Affemani  Bib.  Or.  Tom.  I.  p.  212.  whence  our  author 
quotes  the  paffage  in  part,  and  gives  a  tranflation  of  the 
reft,  no  mention  is  made  of  Saturday  afternoon  at  five 
o'clock,  but  on  the  contrary  }-^^!  ^^^^liu*  A2:^Ao,  terlii 
hora  noftis. 

50.  But  if  the  argutncnts,  which  have  been  ufed  to 
prove  this  extent  of  meaning,  appear  infufficient,  its  ap- 
plication to  C9rifft}(rxw  is  of  courfe  inadmifiibie. 

51.  But  die  dominica  inlucefcente,  immediately  pre- 
ceded by  medium  no6tis,  muft  neceffarily  relate  to  the 
morning,  and  Adler  has  quoted  thefe  words  with  that 
very  view.  He  has  likewife  produced  a  paffage  from 
Epiphanius,  where  fm^^ffxu  is  applied  to  the  morning, 
but  the  difSculty  is  to  find  a  paffage  where  it  is  applied 
to  the  evening.  If  eiri^AXDCM,  Matth.  xxviii.  1.  Luke 
x;<;iii.  54.  be  explained  as  a  Syriafm,  the  verb  moft  fuit- 
able  to  the  occafion  is  undoubtedly  ^'K^.  This  is  ufed 
in  both  paffages  by  the  Syriac  tranflator  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament ;  we  have  here  therefore  an  evident  connexion 
between  the  Syriac  and  the  Greek  verb  eftablilhed  by 
ajEliial  ufage  ;  and  as  the  writers  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
were  more  accuftomed  to  the  Syriac  than  the  Greek,  it 
was  by  no  means  improbable  that  they  fhould  take  in 
an  equal  latitude  two  words,  that  were  reciprocally  tranf- 
laled  the  one  by  the  other.  In  Caftclli  Lex.  Hept.  <3iv^ 
is  explained  illuxit,  but  it  is  added,  dicitur  etiam  de 
luce  no£lurna,  and  the  noun  ^^^  is  explained  vefpera. 
Now  it  is  true  that  no  inference  can  be  deduced  from  a 
derivative  to  a  primitive,  but  there  is  an  inftance  in 
the  Syriac  verfion  where  the  verb  itfelf,  or,  which  is 
the  fame  thing,  the  participle,  feems  applied  to  the 
evening*     John  xix.  31.  the  Greek  text  Oi  ny  Uiaiotj 

tif6iTn(ravy  X,  Tv.  K  is  thus  expreffed  in  the  Syriac  verfion) 

Judaei 
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Jodei  amem  quit  p»^fcevt  cvat  dit^uht,  N^n^  ^r- 
nofUlbunf  c6rpartt  hkt  in  troce,  quia  fabbiltmti  W* 
td<5ercdb^ty  (fo^  \tdk^).  It  is  an  ^xtmdrdinarf  tlt^ 
^umftance  that  this  expreffion  is  here  u(ed  in  the  Sy* 
riac,  though  wanting  in  dtir  prefent  Greek  text,  buc 
(he  verb  ^k^  is  appHed  to  the  fabbath  itfelf,  exadly  Irt 
ih«  fame  marine^  as  Luke  xxiii.  54.  and  to  the  day  (oU 
lowing  (he  fai)bath4  Matth.  xxviti,  1.  Now  wb6evW 
compares  the*  verfe  above  quoted,  viz.  John  xix.  31. 
with  the  ^veAts  recorded  in  the  prec^dki^  and  Following 
verfes,  will  be  Convinced  that  the  fubjed  relates  not  to 
the  morning,  but  (o  the  evening.  By  thefe  means 
thei^Fore  the  conckifion  of  our  auth<^  may  be  eftablHh- 
ed,  though  by  premifes  differeAt  froifl  his  own.  Th^ 
preceding  explanation  i«  given  merely  on  th^  fuppo^ 
fition,  that  our  author  is  right  in  endeavouring  to  pro- 
cure for  twt^m&t0  a  new  fenfe  in  Matth.  xxviii.  1.  But 
in-  fa£l  the  contt^xt  at  Matth.  Xs^viii.  1.  dt)/^  h  ^»i6atmwj 
itif  #irif «rxit«-if  fi(  ^^¥  caK^Wi  neither  requires,  nor  ad- 
ffrtt^,  any  otber  fe^nfe  for  nri^Mriew^  than  the  ufual*  on^. 
0^1  tf'ASCftfftiir  does  riot  fignify  "  in  the  evening  of  the 
fabbath,'*  but  '*  ori  the  clofe  of  the  fabbath/'  or  ^  when 
the  fabbath  was  ended :''  for  o4/e^  wh^n  ufed  as  a  pre^ 
pofuion  before  a^  genitive  caf<?,  figniftes  **  at  the  clofe,** 
or  «  at  the  end."  See  Schleufher's  Lexicon,  f.  v. 
Confequeritly  V^f  unpu^^infr^}  (fcih  *f/*i^^)  nc  fiiftv  tMArm¥f 
can  have  no  other  meaning  than  ^  the  day  dawning  to- 
mrwd  the  firft  of  the  week,"  01^  thti  «*  twilight  on  funday 
mernilig  having  juft  coftimcnced."  Our  author  himfdf, 
aboot  two  years  after  he  had  |f>ublifh^d  the  laft  edition 
of  his  I  ntrodudion^  adopted  this  explanation;  for  in  bis 
iGermaii  verfion  of  the  New  Tcfftdmeflt,  printed  in 
17^  he  tratiflirted  Matth.  xXViii.  1.  thu^;  «*  Irt  dtt 
Damtfietufiig  R^^b  dem  Sabbath,  als  d<fr  erfte  Tag  d^r 
troche  a^ritracb.'"  This  trahflation  manifeftiy  (hews  that 
be  had  $b^  abariddri^d  (her  explanati6n  of  ivi^^m  as 
Mat^b.  xxviii.  1.  which  he  ga^ve  in  his  Intr€)dtldi<M; 
^van^  Luke  j^stiri.  ^4.  he  ha«  r<fAdef«d  \>y  <«  D^r  Tagy  da 
diei  gufeMli  \fif  em  IteyXig^  g\tHM  vof  antrtf«tr  tk^ 

Sabbaths," 


Sabbaths/'  which  (hews  that  he  there  alfo  underftood 
iiri^wrxw  as  applying  to  the  morning  light. 

52.  C-5/*/  fignifies  properly  breVis  et  cbmprelfus ; 
why  our'author  has  ufed  this  word  in  the  foeminine  I 
am  unable  to  explain.  With  refpeQ  to  the  derivation 
of  |JW1  from  this  Arabic  word,  it  is  attended  with  the 
following  inconvenience.  Though  in  the  formation  of 
Chaldee  and  Syriac  nouns  fubftantive,  it  does  appear  to 
be  ufual  to  add  to  the  radicals  of  the  word,  from  which 
they  are  derived,  the  termination  m^  yet  the  Nun  iii 
hM  feems  to  be  a  radical,  and  Nun  is  wanting  in  the 
Arabic  word,  from  which  our  author  derives  the  Syriac. 
Neither  Schaaf  of  Caftel  have  derived  it  from*  any  Syriac 
radix,  but  the  latter  has  placed  it  in  the  fame  clafs  witH 
the  Hebrew  word  tU,  fera. 

53.  it  is  true  that  ihey  are  diftinft  words,  but  all 
three  have  a  common  meaning,  and  all  three  perhaps  a 
coriiiHon  OTlgirt,  for  Sajin,  Nuti,  and  k  quiefcent,  feeing 
t6  b^  the  Radical  part  of  cfach.  Buxtorf  derived  \^j^)t 
from  JiJif  ftottari,  crofiGdefihg  tares  as  a  kind  of  fpuri- 
ou^  Cotti;  why  therefore  may  not  iht  Syriac  fiouH  be 
derived  from  1^1,  which  correfponds  to  the  Chaldee  jJif, 

and  the  Arabic  c^r  ^^^^  ^^^^  again  the  repetition  of 
the  firft  radical  creates  a  difficulty,  and  after  alf,  the 
word  in  quedion  is  perhaps  an  mofAAroirftroiniAivop^  in 
which  cafe  all  attempts  to  difcover  a  radix  muft  be 
fruitlefs. 

54.  The  word  here  ufed  in  the  German  is  MiKagf- 
mahlzeic,  which  lignifies  properly  noori-meal :  I  have 
been  obliged  to  render  it  by  dinner,  though  it  is  not  ' 
ah  accurate  tranflation,  becaufc  the  word  dinner,  in 
confequente  of  an  alteration  in  the  time  of  eatiAg  in 
England  has  altered  its  meaning,  and  no  longer  corre- 
fponds to  prandium,  but  to  cocna.  With  refpeft  to  the 
titnt  when  the  Greeks  partook  of  their  meal  which  they 
called  afifov,  fee  Potter's  Gfeek  Antiquities,  Vol.  II. 
p.  IV^  ch.  16.  and  Kypke  Obf.  facrae,  Tom,  I.  p.  414. 
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55-  I<n£)D1139  x^Acs-fJoy,  ora,  fimbria,  limbus,  Bux* 
tort's  Lex.Cb.  Talm.  Rabb.  p.  1097.  I  know  not  why 
our  autbor  has  written  it  in  the  plural,  unlefs  it  is,  to 
render  its  fimilarity  ftill  greater  to  the  Greek  Angular. 

56.  Our  author  probably  concludes  that  K^fiDTID 
fignifies  a  taflel,  as  well  as  the  border  of  a  garment,  be- 
caufe  this  word  in  the  Chaldee  paraphrafe.  Numb.  xv. 
g8.  is  immediately  followed  by  KDJS)  which  in  the 
Latin  tranflation  of  the  Chaldee  Paraphrafe  is  rendered 
angulus.  Likewife  the  Hebrew  tp3  is  rendered  in  the 
fame  paflage  vrtpvyiow  by  the  Seventy,  and  angulus  by 
Jerom. 

57.  As  pearls  are  the  produce  of  the  Eaft,  it  is  more 
realonable  to  fuppofe  that  the  Greeks  borrowed  the 
name  from   the   Orienialifts.     In  Arabic  and  PerGan 

/^L^^  fignifies  a  pearl,  whence  the  Greeks  derived 
lEeir  fAAfyapev,  nor  is  it  neceflary  to  have  recourfe  to 
the  termination  of  /»apyapftT«(,  becaufe  Kfl  is  a  very 
common  termination  of  nouns  fubftantive,  both  in  Sy- 
riac  and  Chaldee. 

58.  j^ysf^  fignifies  both  lapis  pretiofus,  and  margarita, 
and  the  Arabic  tranflator  of  the  New  Teftament  has 
ufed  this  word  for  fjuafya^imq  in  the  three  paflages 
quoted  by  our  author^  viz.  Matth.  vii.  6.  xiii.  46. 
Rev.  xxi.  21. 

59.  Our  author  refers  to  the  four  paflages.  Rev.  ii. 
24.  Gal.  vi.  2.  5.  and  Rom.  xv.  i.  as  inftances  where 
the  Arabic  proverb  is  ufed.  In  the  firft  #e  find  fimply 
»  fiaXu  f^*  vf/L»^  aX\o  j3afo(,  in  the  (econd  aXAnXuv  ra  fiapn 
fiobg-a^irt^  in  the  third  fxasroc  to  iJiov  fofTiov  fiafaa-Uy  in 
the  fourth  t«  acB'timiiaTPt  rm  aiwarwv  Qarm^tiv.  Now  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  imputation  of  guilt  to  an  in- 
nocent perfon,  inftead  of  the  culprit^  is  a  notion  appli- 
cable to  any  one  of  thefe  paflages.  fiefides,  the  Arabic 
proverb  is  fo  natural,  and  fo  common  in  all  languages, 
that  inftead  of  an  Arabifm,  it  might  be  rather  termed 
an  univerfaiifm. 

60.  ^ 


KOTES    TO    CHAP.    IV*    SECT.    V.  413. 

60.  ^  Ji^  fignifies  literally  *  to  pray  upon,'  which 
implies "an^impofition  of  hands,  and  therefore  a  bfcffing. 
This  expreffion  is  ufed  for  zrfofgu;^©/^***  in  the  Arabic 
yerfion,  Matth.  xix.  13. 

6 1.  The  Seventy  have  here  ufed  x«1«*wgif,  and  that 
they  did  not  intend  to  exprefs  the  notion  of  remorfe, 
appears  from  its  being  the  tranflation  of  a  word  which 
fignifies  fleep  :  and  that  St.  Paul  underftood  it  in  a  fimi- 
lar  fenfe,  appears  from  the  addition  of  the  words  o(pd»XfAuq 
THfATi  (S^tTTiiy,  xa»  tola  t8  fjt,n  amsmt.  This  effeQ.  is  produced 
by  Cumber,  but  not  by  remorfe. 
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62.  The  paffage  to  which  our  author  alludes  in  his 
Supplementa  ad  Lexica  Hebraica  is*  the  following: 
*. Alto  fopore  oculos  gravante  vel  inyitis  claudente,  Ara- 
bes  fingunt  €\>m  oculos  tanquam  acu  confuere,  vide 
phrafin  in  Chreft.  Arab.  p.  66.  confuit  ocirlos  punSio  ' 
fomni/  Now  admitting  it  to  be  a  proverbial  expreffion 
in  Arabic,  '  Sleep  fews  his  eyes  together,'  it  does  not 
appear  in  what  manner  it  can   be  applied  to  explain 

.x«1a>ugi^  If  the  Seventy  were  acquainted  with  the  pro- 
verb, and  had  intended  to  exprefs  the  metaphor,  they 
would  have  rather  ufed  xA.7afp««^«  than  xal»ifv(r(ru.  Our 
author  feems  to  have  been  led  to  this  method  of  ex- 
plaining why  xa1a»ugK  fignifies  fleep,  by  the  fimilarity 
of  the  ideas  exprelfed  by  the  words  pungo  and  confuo 
qui  enim  confuit,  is  etiam  pungit ;  but  this  concatena- 
tion probably  never  occurred  to  the  authors  of  the 
Alexandrine  veffion.  Befides,  not  only  n?l*ini  fopor 
is  tranflated  xala^ugic,  but  DDl,  filuit,  is  tranflated  xola- 
inKnroiA»i.  The  analogy  tietween  filence  and  fleep  is  ob- 
vious ;  but  whatever  fimilarity  the  imagination  can  dif. 
cover  between  fleep  and  fewing  the  eyes  together,  there 
is  no  immediate  connexion  between  this  metaphor  and 
filence.  It  feems  therefore  a  more  probable  conjedkure 
as  xalai'ura^w  fignifies  dormio  in  the  clafliic  authors,  that 
in  the  coiilmon  dialecl  of  Alexandria,  where  the  authors 
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pf  the  Greek  verfion  reficjed,  the  two  verb*  wete  corf-* 
founded ;  and  this  is  the  more  credible,  a«  nsilayvroi^m 
is  no  %vhere  ufed  in  the  Septua^nt,  nor  xAai^uwu  in 
any  claflic  author.  Compare  Trommii  Concord. Tom.  I. 
p.  854.  with  Stephani  Thcfaunis,  Tom.  If.  p.  1107. 
Should  this  fuppofition  be  admitted,  the  example  would 
J>€long  CO  a  following  fe^ion. 

$3.  JJcl^  js  an  adjeftivc  fionifying  vanus^  but  admit- 
ting that  when  ufed  as  a  fqbdannve  with  the  article  pre^ 
fixed)  as  our  auihor  has  written  it,  it  fignifies  mendacium, 
is  it  a  neceflary  conrcquence  that  pnAa  a^yop,  Matth.  xii. 
36.  fignifies  likewife  mendacium  ?  The  Arabic  tranflator 

has  rendered  fufxa  qi(^o¥  literally  by  SXbU  aJL:^>  and  the 
Syriac  tranflator  has  ufed  the  fame  adjedive ;  both  tranO- 
JutQrs  thereforeunderftood  A^ff  in  the  fenfe,  in  which  it 
is  iifudly  taken.  Our  author  adds,  that  the  Chajdee 
VVQcd  \*y^^  fignifies  niendacia  :  now  -this  is  the  plural  of 
(foe  p%rt.  Beooni,  frcim  ^3  ceflavit.  Perhaps  it  fhould 
kf  witicn  either  ^oblD3  or  \»VtDa,  but  Buxtorf  has  af- 
i:fiib^  10  neither  of  tiieie  word.S|  nor  to  any  one  of  the 
df^riyfttions  of  Soi  ihe  fenfe  of  mendacium.  Sec  Vorftius 
4c  H^braifflQis  Nov.  Teft.  cap.  iti.  §  €•  and  Fiibheri 
jPfpluGone^de  viuis  (xxicorum  Nov.  Teft.  Lip£^  <79t* 

^4.  Maiih.  xxi.32.  fir0#^^ix«iocv»ii^  is  rendered  literally 

in  the  Arabic  verfion  ^jjJt  UL>  Js^.     The  Arabic  tranf- 

Jater  then  has  ufed  sJ^^  in  the  fenfe  of  via,  and  not  in 
tfcat  of  religio,  nor  is  inis  fenfe  afcribed  to  it  either  by 
Golius  or  Caftel.  *  To  walk  in  the  religion  of  righieouf- 
ncfs*  is  much  more  harfli  than  '  to  Wcilk  in  the  path  of 
nghtcoufnefe.*  Of  this  our  auihor  is  fenfible^  and  there- 
fore explains  txSs  v^pc  vf^m^  by  attulit :  wiib  wbat  juftice 
the  learned  muft  determine. 

65.  If  the  word  ufed  for  caoc  be  under  Rood  in  the 
lenk  of  •  high  road,'  our  author  is  certainly  right  in  ob- 
jeding  to  the  common  tranflation;  but  as  the  whole 
expreiJon  is  figurative,  tbere  c^n  be  no  irppropriety  in 
laying,  '  John  came  to  you  w^Tking  ip  the  path  of  rij^- 

tcaufncTs/ 
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icoijirncf^/  The  ipet^phor  As  j^ccwr^t^  th?  fcpft  ^rlpar^ 
iand  iv^ry  freq^iently  ufed  in  the  &ppk  pf  Pfj^lms ;  but  ih^ 
interpretation  of  our  author  kcm^  at  leajCt  to  4p  violence 
ip  every  part  pf  the  fen^ejice* 

.66.  in  tbe  pa(&ge  pf  the  Koran^  to  which  our  authpr 
alludes,  the  word  ^^  is  ufed,  which  Ggnifies  l«tU3  fuitf 
and  alfo  proiervus  fuit.  Now  admitting  that  ^  J  in 
ibis  paflage  of  the  Koran  conveys  ihe  idea  of  inlult  or 
ridicule,  it  is  no  neceflary  confequence  that  aytiXXiacfAmt^ 
John  V.  35.  has  the  fa^ne  meaning,  efpecially  as  the 
Arabic  tranflator  of  the  N.  T.  has  ufed  a  totally  differ*- 

lent  v^b,  having  rendered  fiiy^xx^»oi4,ou  by  ^  cxultavit, 
pw  lastijiia  excJUto^iavit. 

67.  jAa  nuntiavit,  in  the  fecond  conj,  ^J^a  evangelj- 
zavit,  annuntiavit.  It  is  ufed  in  the  Arabiq  veruon, 
A&s  xiv.  15,  3ut  as  the  Arabic  ii  a  tranflation  of  the 
Greek,  and  not  the  Greek  of  the  Arabic,  may  not  thi^ 
uie  of  ivafytXi^u  be  rather  referred  to  •ijjfl  enuntiavit, 
as  St.  Luke  was  much  better  acquainted  with  Chaldee 
than  Arabic.  It  may  be  obferved  in  general  that  an 
explanation  of  pafFages  in  the  New  Tedament,  that 
deviate  from  claflic  purity,  by  help  of  the  Arabic  fhould 
be  admitted  with  great  caution,  as  this  language  is  cpn- 
nefted  with  that  of  the  Greek  Teftament  in  (hofe  cafes 
only,  where  its  turns  of  expreffion  coincide  with  the 
Syriac.  The  French,  Italian,  and  Spanifh  are  fo  nearly 
allied,  that  they  are  iermed  in  general  dtaiefls  of  the 
Latin,  yet  in  an  Englifli  compofition  written  by  a 
Frenchman,  no  one  would  explain  the  deviations  from 
claflic  purity  as  Italicifms,  or  Hifpanifms,  but  would 
naturally  refer  them  to  the  clafs  of  Gallicifms.  In  the 
fame  manner  the  peculijmitie^  Qbfervable  in  the  (lyle  of 
the  Greiek  Teft^jnent  muft  he  neceflarily  afcrib^rd  to  ihe 
native  language  of  the  facred  writers. 

Among  ofher  peculiarities  in  the  language  of  ;ihe 
Greejt  Te()|^ipent|  it  is  weH  jtnown  that  the  4ual  num- 
ber is  not  ufed;.  but  I  reco^Ueft  do  inilance  of  any  attempt 
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that  has  been,  made  to  account  for  its  omiffion.  Per- 
haps  it  may  be  explained  as  a  Syriafm,  for  the  dual  was 
not  uled  in  Syriac,  dkcept  in  the  three  words  expreffive 
of  duo,  ducenti,  and  i£gypcus  utraque  inferior  et  fupc- 
rion  The  facred  writers  therefore  negleded  the  dual 
in  writing  a  foreign  language,  becaufe  they  were  not  ac* 
cuftomed  to  it  in  their  own.  Likewife  in  the  Hebrew 
the  ufe  of  the  dual  was  ufually  confined  to  fuch  objeds^ 
as  exifted  in  pairs,  fuch  as  *V  the  hand  :  and  it  is  poffible 
that  the  diftin&ion  between  dual  and  plural  even  in 
fuch  cafes  was  a  refinement  of  later  ages,  as  the  dif^ 
ference  is  marked  only  by  the  points,  whereas  in  the 
Arabic  it  is  denoted  by  the  letters  themfelves.  In  our 
prefent  Maforetic  text  T  is  very  frequently  ufed  in  the 
dual,  but  though  x^*f  occurs  in  above  a  thoufand  in- 
ftances  in  the  Septuagint,  it  is  conftantly  ufed  either  in 
the  fingular  or  in  the  plural.  Whether  this  circumftance 
juftifies  the  preceding  fuppofition  with  refpeft  to  the 
Hebrew,  or  is  rather  to  be  alcribed  to  the  diale£k  of 
Alexandria^  I  leave  the  learned  to  determine.  But 
whether  this  difiin3ion  between  the  two  numbers  exifted 
before  the  time  of  Chrift  or  not,  is  a  matter  of  little 
confequence,  becaufe  the  iacred  writers  were  more  ac- 
cuftomed  to  the  Greek  verCon  than  the  Hebrew  origi- 
nal, and  as  this  was  probably  the  only  Greek  book  that 
was  an  objed  of  their  ftudy,  they  were  as  little  accuf- 
tomed  to  the  dual  in  the  Greek  as  in  the  Syriac. 
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1.  The  Hebrew  word  for  feed  is  jnt)  which  fignifies 
fig^^ativdy  foboles,  pofteri,  and  this  is  the  ufual  figura- 
tive teak  of  rv^|uu  See  Gen.  iv.  25.  Lev.  xviiL  21. 
Num.  xiv.  a4«  Deut.  i.  8,  Sec,  where  JTIT  is  uken  in 
this  fenfi:^  and  tranflaicd  in  the  Septuagint  rwtfftm. 

The 
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2.  The  German  word  ufed  by  our  author  is  cntflo- 
hener,  which  fignifies  literally  one  who  has  made  his 
efcape  or  a  refugee:  but  ij\c  meaning  afcribed  to  TIBf 
in  every  Lexicon  is  fuperftes,  reliquus,  and  if  we  depart 
from  this,  meaning  all  connexion  between  T'lti^  and 
fnrt^fMa  in  the  fenfe  of «  remnant*  is  dcftroyed. 

3.  Thefe  are  the  only  two  inftances  in  the  whole 
Septuagint,  but  erwifj**  is  ufed  for  Jf*lt  in  189  examples* 
The  figurative  fenfe  then,  which  the  Seventy  ufually 
afcribe  to  <r#ffj»«  is  that  of  *  progeny/  nor  is  this  fenfe 
iireconcileable  with  *TnB^  fuperftes,  as  in  general  chil- 
dren furvive  their  parents. 

PAGE  1*42. 

4.  Wetftein  has  produced  orte  paflage  from  Plato, 
and  two  from  Jofephus,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
notion  of  reliquiae  is  any  otherwife  applicable  to  virtffA» 
in  thefe  examples,  than  as  it  is  applicable  to  progeny  in 
general.  Wetftein  is  totally  filent  as  to  his  own  opinion, 
for  he  has  quoted  the  example  without  adding  a  fingle 
remark,  or  explaining  the  purpofe  for  which  they  are 
alleged.    ' 

SECT.       VII. 

FAG£    143. 

1.  It  is  printed  in  the  48*\  volume  of  the  Philofophi'* 
cal  Tranfa6lions. 

2.  The  full  title  of  this  book  is,  Reflexions  fur  TAl- 
phabet,  et  fur  la  Larvgue  dont  on  fe  fervoit  autrefois  a 
Palmyre,  par  TAbb^  Barthelemy,  avec  fig.  Paris  1755. 
fol. 

3.  Wetftein,  in  the  paflage  to  which  our  author  re- 
fers, fays  of  vfo^Tuf,  vox  iEgyptiis  primum  ufurpata. 
Jablon&i  in  Prol.  ^  39.  gives  a  defcripiion  of  the  feveral 
orders  of  the  ^Egyptian  pricfts.  Now  our  author  feems 
to  have  confounded  two  queftions  that  muft  be  carefully 
diftinguifhed,  i.  Whether  the  notion  exprefled  by  the 
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word  prophet  was  firft  received  in  Egypt,  s.  Whether 
the  Greek  word  v^ofurnc^  ufed  to  exprefs  that  notion,  was 
firft  adopted  by  the  Alexandrine  writers.  The  latter  is 
the  only  objeQ  of  our  prefent  inquiry ;  but  the  place,  to 
which  he  refers  in  Jablonfki,  is  totally  unconne&ed  with 
this  queftion.  Wetftein  has  exprefled  himfelf  in  a  dti- 
•bious  imanner;  but  whoever  examines  the  paflages  which 
he  had  produced  from  Diogenes  Laertius,  Lucian^  Plu- 
tarch, and  Paufanias,  will  be  convinced  that  they  relate 
merely  to  the  notion  exprefled  by  w^ofurtt^  and  not  to 
the  word  itftlf.  Stepbanus,  in  his  explanation  of  vp«^- 
T11C9  quotes  from  Plato,  who  lived  before  Alexandria  ex- 
ifted,  and  Potter,  in  bis  Greek  Antiquities,  VoL  I.  B»  II. 
ch.  9.  has  produced  the  two  following  verfes  of  an  an- 
cient Delphian  poetefs. 

tlXnv  y^  •;  yf»ffT«  irptfTor  ^o«Co«e  vf o^aT<«; 

Sut  if  our  author  really  defigns  to  be  underftood  of  the 
idea  alone,  there  is  no  neceflity  for  having  recourfe  to 
Egypt  in  particular,  finCe  in  every  nation  there  have  ex- 
jfted  perlbns,  who  have  made  pretenfions  tb  the  power  of 
foretelling  future  events. 

FACE    144. 

4.  The  diiFerence  between  the  claffical  and  biblical 
fenfe  of  afyfX0(  is,  that  according  to  the  former  it  fignifies 
a  meflenger  in  general,  according  to  the  latter  a  meifen- 
ger  of  the  Deity  in  particular.  Whether  the  laaer  ap- 
plication of  it  is  to  be  afcribed  to  the  Egyptians  is  a 
matter  of  ^reat  doubt,  for  it  does  not  appear  that  this 
notion  ever  entered  into  the  fyftem  of  Egyptian  my* 
thology. 

5.  9»Cir,  or  as  it  is  written  by  Trommius  and  Bid  d»C«i, 
is,  found  only  in  Exod.  ii.  3.  5.  and  is  there  ufed  for  the 
vehicle  in  which  Mofes  when  a  child  floated  on  the  river, 
and  in  which  he  was  found  by  the  daughter  of  Pharaoh. 
Tbe  learned  are  divided  in* their  opinion  whether  diCsi  is 
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originally  Egyptian  or  not.  Didymus,  in  his  Gram* 
matica  Coptica,  p.  68.  refufes  ii  a  place  among  pure 
Coptic  words,  yet  no  inflance  has  been  prbduced  of  it 
from  a  Greek  writer,  except  Aihenaeus,  who  lived  fo  late 
as  the  third  century.  Now  the  word  is  at  lead  as  an* 
cient  as  the  time  of  Mofes,  for  it  is  ufed  in  the  Hebrew, 
Exod.  ii.  3.  5.  and  wriuen  niH;  and  as  this  word  has 
no  radix  in  the  Hebrew,  and  the  vefTel  itfelf  was  Egyp- 
tian, it  is  reafonable  to  fuppbfe  that  the  name  is  like. 
wife  Egyptian.  The  heft  defcription  of  it  may  be  feen 
in  Forftcr's  Liber  fingularis  de  bylTo  antiquorum,  p.  113. 
Londini  1776.  See  alfo  La  Croze  Lexicon  iEgyptiaco- 
Latinum,  ed.  Woide,  Oxon.  1775.  art.  ©HBI. 

6.  It  is  confirmed  by  the  teftimony  of  Jerom, '  Audiv{ 
ab  iEgyptiis  hoc  nomine  (fc.  A;^i)  lingui  eorum  cmne, 
quod  in  palude  virens  nafcitur  appellari.'  Hieronym.  afl 
Efaiam  xix.  7.  ThisE^ypiian  word  was  likewife  adopted 
by  Mofes,  and  written  inj{>  (F>crhaps  originally  ♦nK'^ancl 
the  f  lengthened  into  1  by  midake  in  copying)  Gen.  xli.L 
^\  where  a^u  is  ufed  in  thoGieek  verfion;  but  in  the 
paflage  of  Ifaiah^  on  which  Jerom  makes  the  above* 
tnentioned-^  remark,  though  a;gi  is  ufed  in  the  Sep- 
tuagini,.  Ifaiab,  as  might  be  ^xpe6itd  from  a  writer  un- 
connected with  Egypt,  has  ufed  a  word  that  is  purely 
Hebrew.  This  circumftance  is  not  wholly  undeferving 
our  attention,  becaufe  the  ufe  of  d^iCn,  Exod.  ii.  3.  5. 
and  of  <fcx**?  Gen.  xli.  2.  may  be  aferibed  to  the  imme- 
diate, influence  oC  the  Hebrew,  buc  the  tranflation  of 
rD'^y  by  A;^!,  Ifaii  xix.  7.  i&  a  proof  that  the  word  had 
•been  adopted  in  the  Greek  uialeB  of  Alexandria. 

To.ih€J,Coptifms  which  have  been  produced  by  our 
author,  may  be  added  perhaps  the  following,  as  an-  at* 
tempt  to  account  for  the  infcriiou  of  the  vowel  u  in  Mm- 
cni^  though  no  trace  of  it  is  to  be  found  ia  the  Hebrew 
Htt^D.  The  nattie  given  to  Moles  by  ;the.  daughter  of 
Pharaoh  was  Mo  uftie,  which  in  the  Cpptic  fignifies  aqui 
cxtrafclus,  and  i$  imperfeQly  exprefled  by  TVtfD  cxtra- 
be^js.     Jofephus  like^vife,  Amiq.  Lib.  IL  c.  9.  J  6.  af- 
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figns  the  fame  reafoO)  t«  y«f  ir^^  fit*  m  AiyurrMi  sax««*iy 

7*  The  peculiarities  of  the . Alei^ndrine  dialed  mud 
be  divided  into  two  feparate  clafles.  i.  Such  as  were 
derived  from  the  Macedonic  dialed  fpoken  by  the  con* 
querors  of  Egypt.  2.  Such  as  are  to  be  afcribed  to  the 
Egyptian,  the  language  of  the  conquered.  Of  the  for- 
fDer  a  very  learned  and  critical  account  may  be  leen  in 
Fifcheri  Prolufiones  dc  vitiis  Lex.  Nov.  Teft.  Upfiae 
17911  P-  659 — 7^7-  With  refpeft  to  the  latter,  the 
reader  will  find  a  very  curious  colledion  of  Egyptian 
wordsj  ufed  not  only  in  the  Septuagint,  but  in  the  He- 
brew and  Greek  writers  in  general,  in  Scholtz  ExpoGuo 
vocabulorum  Copticorum  in  fcriptoribus  Hebraicis  ac 
Grscis  obviorum,  printed  in  the  13^.  vol.  of  Eichhorn's 
Repertorium. 

Profeflbr  Sturz,  at  Cera  in  Saxony,  has  written  feve- 
ral  diflertations  entitled,  £>e  dialefio  ^lexandrinft>  ratione 
fimul  habiti  vcrfionis  librorum  V.  I.  graecortim. 

8.  SeeKypkeObf.  racrse,Tom^Lp.  174.  ButKypke 
has  not. quoted  Jamblicus  as  an*  Alexandrine  author, 
nor  is  he  to  be  confidered  as  fuch;  for  though  he  is  faid 
to  have  died  at  Alexandria,  he  was  a  native  of  Chakis  in 
Coelefyria,  and  i  fcbolar  of  Porphyry. 

9.  It  appears  from  Strabo^s  defcription  of  the  unga  of 
the  Egyptian  temples,  (p.  1 159.  of  Almeloveen's  edition, 
which  ought  to  have  been  noted)  that  they  were  nothing 
more  than  two  high  walls  which  formed  a  kind  of  in- 
dofure  or  court  before  the  temple  itfelf :  its  importance 
therefore  on  the  prefent'occafion  feems  not  to  be  fo  great 
as  our  author  defcribes  it.  fiefides,  the  difficulty  confifts 
not  in  vT^oir,  but  in  vTipuyi«»,  for  Wctftein  in  his  Note 
to  Matth.  iv.  5.  has  produced  a  very  fufficient  number 
of  examples,  where  vTi^eir  and  vri^v^  are  applied  to  a 
building;  but  if  we  except  the  example  from  Euiebius, 
which  had  been  borrowed  from  the  Greek  Teftament, 
no  inftance  has  been  found  where  the  diminutive  wr^v* 
yior  is  applied  to  a  building.  Julius  Pollux  applies  it  to 
«f svi,  ttnror,  f i»,  fcdnf,  vav(  and  wg^  but  to  no  word  expreF- 
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five  of  an  edifice,  nor  is  it  ufed  in  this  manner  even  by 
the  Seventy,  who  are  undoubtedly  to  be  confidered  as 
Alexandrine  authors.  Till  an  inftance  therefore  can  be 
produced  from  a  Greek  writer  in  which  wTt^vykoy  itfelf  is 
ufed  as  a  part  of  a  building,  and  its  fenfe  determined, 
(for  an  appeal  to  o-rc^op  or  ^jrcpvg  is  of  no  ufe),  it  mufl 
remain  mere  conjecture,  whether  the  Evangelifts  intend- 
ed to  exprefs  a  wing  of  the  temple,  or  only  a  point  or 
prominence.  The  Syriac  tranflator  has.  rendered  it  by 
&xQj  ala ;  but  as  this  word  fignifies  likewife  extremitas, 
it  is  as  difficult  to  determine  the  fenfe  of  the  Syriac  ver- 
fion,  as  of  the  Greek  original.  Jerom  decides  for  pinna- 
culum,  the  Arabic  tranflator  for  ala,  unlefs  we  render 
JiXs^  ^y  ^  word,  that  is  unfuitable  to  its  derivationy 
merely  out  of  compliment  to  the  Vulgate. 

ID.  In  his  Exercitationes  facracin  S.  Pauli  ep.  ad  He- 
braeos,  ex  Philone  Alexandrino.  Helmftadii  1750.  The 
pafTage  to  which  our  author  alludes  is  p.  140. 
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11.  The  argument  therefore  is  not  dubious,  but  po« 
fitive. 

12.  The  feftival  of  the  Jews,  defcribed  in  the  9*\  ch. 
of  Efther,  was  in  confequcnce  of  Efther's  marriage  with 
Ahafuerus;  it  does  not  appear  therefore  that  no  allufion 
can  poffibly  be  made  to  a  wedding.  But  there  is  ano- 
ther paffage  in  the  book  of  Efther,  ch.  ii.  18.  where 
ya/jLOf  is  ufed,  which  our  author  has  omitted,  and  which 
clearly  decides  in  favour  of  the  notion  of  wedding.;  for 
the  marriage  feaft  of  Ahafuerus  and  Efther  is  there  par- 
ticularly defcribed. 

The  following  ftatement  will  fet  the  matter  in  a  clear 
light,  and  determine  at  once  what  fenfe  the  Seventy  in». 
tended  to  afcribe  to  y»nA«c.  The  Hebrew  word  rih^Qt 
which  fignifies  convivium  in  general,  though  it  is  fome- 
times  applied  in  the  fenfe  of  convivium  nuptiale  in  par- 
ticular^ occurs  forty-eight  times  in  the  Hebrew  Bible. 
In  the  Septuagint/it  is  rendered  jo;^ii,  lu^^o^ruMi,  xa^ftM^ 
votf^K,  vorof,  tfi/jiAToo-iok,  and  in  three  inftaoc^s  only  by  ya-- 
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fMC,  viz.  Gen.  xxix«  22.  Efthcr  it.  iS.  ix.  2%.  In  the 
two  firft  inftances  a  mskithgc  fciift  is  particularly  de- 
fcribed,  and  in  the  third  is  given  a  dcfcription  of  a  feaft 
which  was  held  in  coniequeDce  of  a  niarri;ige. 

13.  r«fui  is  the  reading  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  wot« 
of  the  Cod.  Alexandiinus,  but  k  is  extraordinary  tbac 
no  word  is  here  ufed  in  the  Hebrew  which  correfpondk 
to  either ;  mtrHO  is  ufed  at  the  end  of  the  verfe,  and  there 
tranflated  voT«f, 
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14.  Compare  Note  1 2  with  Kypke's  ObC  (acrae,  Tom, 
I,  p.  108. 

15.  Our  author  here  reviews  Dr.  Teller's  German 
tranflation  of  the  Pfalms,  and  cenfures  the  learned  and 
«rngenious  tranflator  for  having  rendered  VBTI  in  the  firft 

Pialm  by  a  word  expreflive  of  ungodly.  But  ytsn  is 
explained  in  every  Lexicon  improbus,  is  rendered  in 
this  paiTage  a^iCm  by  the  Seventy,  and,  1  believe,  in  a 
fimilar  manner  in  every  other  verfion,  except  that  of  our 
author.  The  queftion  whether  yiff^  is  to  be  tranflated 
iii  all  cafes  *  unjuir  and  in  no  cafe  *  ungodly,^  can  be  de<> 
termined  ofiiy  by  a  proper  definition  of  the  words^  and 
an  appeal  tp  the  paflliges,  where  y?n  is  ufed.  Now  the 
(iifferenc^  between  injufticeand  ungodlincfs,  is  this,  that 
the  former  is  a  violation  of  the  duty,  which  we  owe  to 
Other  men,  the  latter  a  violation  of  the  duty,  which  we 
owe  to  the  Supreme  Being.  This  diflin8ion  beij^g  ad- 
mitted, the  latter  tranflation  i$  in  many  inftances  not  only 
admiflible,  but  neceflary. 

16.  And  perhaps  in  many  other  cafes  with  equal  prq- 
pi  iety  by  artSiHj  actCux^  cta^tet. 
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•  ■" 

17.  But  the  two  queflions  are  totally  diftind.  i^  Whe- 
tber  yty^  can  in  no  cafe  (ignify  ^ungoidly/  2.  Whether 
ACfCuc  may  not  in  fome  caies  (ignify  *  unjuft.'  The  tiuth 
of  the  former  is  no  neceflary  coniequence  of  a  concefiion 
olthe  latter.     Now  it  is  true  thai  the  notion  of  injuttice 

is 


NOTES  TO  CHAP,   IV.  SECT,  VII.  423 

IS  applicable  to  the  pafiagcs  which  our  author  has  pro- 
duced from  the  Pentateuch,  and  to  many,  though  not 
all  of  thofe  which  he  has  alleged  from  the  prophets.  But 
as  the  authors  of  the  Alexandrine  verfion  were  Jews,  to 
whom  the  idea  of  the  divine  preience  was  more  familiar 
than  to  other  nations,  who  will  undertake  to  determine, 
that  in  theufe  of  a  word  derived  from  o-fSo/Mdii,  the  notion 
of  an  offence  againft  the  Deity  did  not  unite  itfelf  with 
that  of  an  offence  againft  mankind  ? 

18.  But  the  notion  expreffed  by  the  words  pn)ij  p*nf, 
t^p'Vfy  though  they  are  explained  jullus,  and  jullitia,  is 
by  no  means  conBned  to  the  relation  between  man  and 
man :  on  the  contrary,  they  are  frequently  ufed  in  cafes 
where  the  relation  of  man  to  the  Deity  alone  is  intended 
toW  expreffed,  and  where  the  notion  of  juftice  is  inad- 
miffible,  forinftance  Gen.  xv.  6.  Deut.  xxxiii.ip.  Pfalin 
iv.  ff,  &c. 

19.  Jt  is  true  that  the  Arabic  verfion  of  Ifaiah,  with 
that  of  moft  other  books  of  the  OldTeftament,  was  made 
immediately  from  the  Greek.  But  does  it  follow,  be. 
caufe  the  Arabic  tranflator  has  rendered  lud-iCu?  by  ji^^^^ 

that  he  meant  to  conBne  its  fenfe  to  pietaserga  homines, 
without  any  intermixture  of  the  notion  expreifed  by 
pietas  erga  Deum  ?  We  have  feen  that  the  Hebrew 
word  is  fometimes  conBned  to  the  Utter  fenfe  alone: 
why  then  may  not  the  Arabic  word  at  lead  include 
that  notion?  It  may  be  obferved  in  general,  as  it  is 
more  eafy  to  unite  than  to  abftra6l  ideas,  that  whea 
two  notions  are  fo  nearly  allied  as  thofe  of  pietas  erga 
Deum,  and  pietas  erga  homines,  the  line  of  feparationi 
is  often  fo  difficult  to  be  difcovered,  that  conclufions 
drawn  froip  a  tranflation  are  in  moft  cafes  vague  and  in- 
dccifive. 

20.  This  argument  is  unfavourable  to  our  author's 
hypothefjs,  for  the  notions  of  alms  and  godlinefs,  are 
much  more  nearly  allied  than  thofe  of  aims  and  juftice. 
A  man  may  religioufl^  abide  by  the  laws  of  his  country,^ 
without  difplaying  generofity  to  the  poor;  whereas  the 
duty  which  we  owe  to  our  Maker  h  very  imperfe£ily 
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fulfilled  without  charity  to  our  neighbour.  Befides, 
local  circumftances  contribute  to  unite  tbe  two  former 
ideas,  the  place  of  public  worfliip  having  been  devoted, 
both  in  ancient  and  modern  times^  to  the  exercife  of 
this  duty :  and  the  Arabic  290^109  which  correfponds  to 

the  Syriac  and  Chaldee,  fignifies,  i.  Quicquid  Deo  di- 
catur;  2.  Eleemofynae. 

21.  The  erudition  difplayed  by  our  author  in  the 
two  laft  pages  is  a  prelude  to  the  explanation  of  the 
two  paffages  in  the  N.  T.  Rom.  iv.  5*  twt  m  J*xaiisrr« 
To»  ^M-fCui  and  Rom.  v.  6.  x/f*^^^  •  •  •  w(f  ««'»&*»  m^t^aipi. 
But  furely  no  one  will  doubt  that  in  thefe  examples^ 
efpecially  in  the  laft,  the  only  notion  intended  to  be  ex* 
prefled  is  that  of  our  relation  to  the  Supreme  Being.  The 
ufual  tranflation  then  of  ^  ungodly/  or  *  finner,'  feems 
by  no  means  improper,  and  unlefs  we  abide  by  the 
above-mentioned  definition,  tbe  whole  is  a  difpute  about 
words,  ^ 

22.  For  that  very  reafon  the  nodon  of  'pity'  is  pcr- 
feQiy  applicable  to  Luke  i.  50.  for  £lizabeth  was  grown 
old  without  having  had  children,  which  among  the  Jews 
was  confidered  as  a  very  great  misfortune. 

« 
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23.  It  is  certain  that  the  word  Pity,  though  every 
monarch  in  Europe  would  deign  to  ufe  it  on  a  fimilar 
occafion,  is  unfuitable  to  the  manners  of  the  Eaft^  and 
the  age  of  the  Patriarchs.  But  the  notion  exprefled  by 
rtyn  is  wholly  inapplicable,  becaufe  neither  confao- 
guinity  nor  affinity  fubfified  at  that  time  between  Ifaac 
and  Rebecca. 

24.  In  the  Greek  verfion  of  Daniel  which  is  printed 
'  in  all  the  edidons  of  the  Septuagint,  niTIDn  is  ren- 

dered  amf  ivi^/Aiflv,  but  fXifiiroc  is  ufbd  in  this  paflage 
in  Daniel  fecundum  LXX  ex  Tetraplis  Origenis,  print- 
ed at  Rome  in  1772.  This  ought  to  have  been  noticed 
by  our  author,  as  every  one  underftands  by  the  Greek 
Bible  the  common  printed  text. 

,      25.  Yet 

4- 
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25.  Yet  ^D^  is  explained  in  every  Lexicon  miferi- 
cordia,  gnd  whoever  examines  the  paffages  produced  in 
Buxtorf 's  Concordance^  will  6nd  that  it  is  often  applied 
to  perfons  who  were  really  in  misfortune,  for  inftance 
Num.  xiv.  ig.  and  this  is  agreeable  to  the  notion  ex- 
preffed  by  the  word  Pity.     But  as  on  the  other  hand  it 
is  fometimes  applied  even  to  objeQs  #f  envy,  it  feems 
to  have  the  extenfive  fignification  of  kindnefs  in  ge- 
neral, the  nature  of  which  can  be  determined  only  by  its 
mode  of  application.     If  then  the  Seventy,  in  tranflating 
the  Old  Teftament,  ufed  jAs©?,  in  the  fame  latitude,  it 
feems  not  unreafonable  to  afcribe  it  to  the  influence  of 
the  Hebrew.     The  queftion  can  be  determined  with  cer- 
tainty  by  no  other  means^than  by  producing  an  inftance 
from   fome  Alexandrine  writer,  who  was  unacquainted 
with  that  language,  or  at  leaft  did  not  tranflate  from  it. 
Our  author  argues  here,  with  refpeft  to  IDHj  as  he  ar- 
gued above  with  refpeft  to  VB^^I?  ^n^  ii)  ^^  explanation 
<lf  words  that  admit  of  a  two-fold  application,  having 
obferved  in  many  inftajices  that  they  are  applied  in  one 
manner,  he  fe^ms  too  baftily  to  conclude  that  they  are 
inapplicable  in  the  other. 

26.  This  circumftance  alone  proves  nothing,  for  *7tt>3, 
among  other  fenfes,  has  thai  of  debilis  fuit.  But  if 
w^ivw  Ggnifies  cado  in  the  Septuagint,  how  ihall  we  ex« 
plain  the  following  paffages,  Pfalpi  xxvi.  4.  mr^\  utr- 

d'fiTDO'ay  Y,OL%  iirco-oy.  cviii.  23.  ra  yoi^arat  jms  D(rd'cvii0'ay, 
Dan.  xi.  19.  ao-d'cvYjo-ci  xai  'crco'eiTat.  Nahum  iii.  3.  nv^i*^ 
»iio'80'iy  »  TOK  o'u/Mao'iv  9Mrm.  The  utmoft  therefore  that 
can  be  allowed  to  M^i^m  in  certain  cafes  is  that  of  ti- 
lubo ;  for  if  we  go  a  ftep  further,  and  render  it  cado,  we 
have  in  two  of  thefe  examples  a  manifeft  uutology, 

27.  Here  then  M^vtm  acquires  the  laft  fenfc  in  the  pro- 
greffion,  impingo,  titubo,  cado,  jaceo. 

a8.  How  can  this  beiubverfive  of  St.  Paurs  defign? 
He  defcribes  the  death  of  Chrift  as  an  expiatory  facri- 
fice,  which  implies  inability  and  weaknefs  on  the  part  of 
thofe  for  whom  the  (acrifice  was  made.  The  common 
^ranflation  therefQre  of  f9%vtm  ^rmy  y^^m^  ^  while  we  were 

without 
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without  ftrcngthf'  or  which  is  the  fame  thing,  <  we  being 
unable  to  help  ourfelves,'  feems  perfe&ly  well  adapted 
to  the  tenor  of  the  whole  epiftle« 
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29.  No  other  reafon  can  be  afligned  for  afcribing  to 
Atf-^fMM,  iO'ihis  paflagCy  the  fenfe  of  jaceo,  or  even  that  of 
cado,  than  that  the  three  verbs  form  a  climax,  and  our 
author  feepis  really  to  argue  from  their  pofition.  Bot 
the  fimilar  fenfes  of  v^Qn^wrm  and  snmvixki^u^  with 
the  ufe  of  the  disjunQive  particle,  are  circumftances  un- 
favourable to  that  figure  of  rhetoric. 

3a  The  fourth  verfe  is  not  only  unconneded  with 
the  twcnty-6rft,  but  relates  to  a  totally  diflFerent  fubjed. 

To  the  peculiarities  of  the  Alexandrine  dialed  enu- 
merated by  dur  author,  may  be  added  the  ufe  of  the 
termination  «0-«y  for  o»,  in  the  3^  pi.  of  the  2^  aorift* 
For  inftance,'  Deut.  i.  2^.  tAdiC^rav  foir  nca^ot,  Pfal.  lxix« 
1.  fiffiixdotf'ay  for  tio-nx^ffir.  In  the  fame  man.ner,  a  TIHE 
ill.  6.  the  Cod.  Alexandrinus  has  vftXai^ap^  and  the 
Codex  Claromontanus  tXaCo^mp  a  primt  manu,  though 
va(fX«Co»  ex  emendatione.  Griefbacb,  has  taken  v«^- 
TiA^off-ay  into  the  text  of  his  edition.  The  preceding 
obfervation  however  is  not  to  be  underftood  as  if  the 
termination  ^ap  were  wholly  confined  to  the  dialed  of 
Alexandria. 
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1.  In  this  fenfe  alone  it  is  given  in  Kuhn^s  Note  to  the 
paflage  in  Julius  PqI1ux>  but  the  learned  Greek  writer 
himfelf  is  iilent  with  refpeft  to  its  meaning,  though  not 
in  refpe£i  to  its  derivation.  After  having  enume- 
rated a  lift  of  adjedives  and  fubftantives,  among  which 
we  find  »fy$^  and  »ey^9^  hi  adds  a  lijt  of  verb^  which 

cor-t 
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correfpoud  to  them,  among  which  we  fiwd  ajyiw  a^d 
it%T(k^ym,  But  As  derivations  have  very  fiequently  ac<:ef. 
Cary  ideas,  we  are  not  juftified  in  concluding  (hat  Julius 
PoUux  intended  to  confine  x»ra^yw  to  the  feii^fe  of  the 
primitive.  Stephanus  quotes  from  Diofcorides  ^apuajta 
KSLTAfyHfAi^a  roedtcamenta  purgatoria; 

2*  This  muft  be  an  overfight  in  our  author,  for 
though  befide  the  Latin,  there  are  two  Greek  indexes 
in  Reitz's  Lucian^  yet  the  one  rebates  only  to  the 
Scholia  and  the  various  readings^  the  other,  which  relates 
to  the  text^  contains  thofe  words  alone  on  which  notes 
are  written. 

S.  Our  author  has  here  quoted  the  page  without  men- 
tioning  the  edition,  a  fault  of  which#he  is  feldom  guilty* 
I  have  confulted  both  the  Benediflineand  Thirlby's  edi- 
tion, butT  it  is  in  neither  p.  25.  The  paflage  however 
may  be  feen  p.  45.  of  the  Paris  edition  of  1615. 

4.  Thofe  who  would  examine  thefe  twenty-fix  paf^ 
fages  will  find  them  enunnieraced  in  Schmidii  Tameioo, 
and  William's  Greece  Concordance.  See  alfo  St^jpham 
Thefaur,  Append,  p.  |i6$&t 
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g.  Sec  Fifcheri  Prolufiones  de  vitiis  Lex.  Nov.  T^ft, 
Lipfiae  1791,  p.  331. 

€.  It  is  ufed  in  this  fen fe  by  Plutarch.  See  Stephatu 
Thefaurus,  Top.  I.  p.  86. 

7.  Fpr  that  reafon  Weffeiling  conje6lure$  that  it  is  an 
erratum  for  vpoxytayfi.  See  his  edition  of  Diodorus  Si- 
culus,  Tom.  II.  p.  293.  Note  90. 

8.  Yet  Stephanus  has  produced  examples  from  Plu- 
tarcb,  Polybius,  Thucydides,  and  Lucia rr.  It  is  like- 
wife  found  in  Julius  Pollux,  Lib.  IX.  feft.  142. 

9.  See  Wetftein's  Note  to  Luke  xviii.  i. 

10.  Jerom  has  taken  this  example  from  1.  Cor.  iv.  3^ 

11.  It  is  extraordinary  that  Jerom  has  sHatTiixf^K^ird 
vfAAf  as  quoted  from  St.  Paul,  whereas  we  find  2  Cor, 
xii.  13,  «  Har««pjiiic«  nfAiiv.  This  verb'  is  only  ufed  in 
the  2^ep•  to  the  Corinthians,  there  only  thiee  times, 

but 
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but  in  each  cafe  followed  by  a  genitive:  Wctftcin,  in 
bis  note  to  2  Cor.  xi.  8.  has  quoted  the  fame  paiTage 
from  Jerom,  but  we  there  find  in  Jcrom's  text  s  xars- 
tapxnca  vfAw.  On  what  authority  Wetftein  wrote  it  in 
the  genitive  I  know  not,  for  in  Martianay's  edition, 
which  is  the  beft,  we  find  »/»«(,  as  written  by  our  au- 
thor. 
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12.  Braviiim  was  probably  coined  by  Jeroth  toex- 
prefs  jSpaCnoy,  for  the  Latin  v  correfponds  to  the  Greek 
Pj  or  to  fpeak  more  prpperly,  the  Greek  |3  has  acquired 
that  found  before  the  time  of  Jerom,  it  being  probable 
that  the  moil  ancient  Greeks  pronounced  it  otherwife. 
The  modern  Greeks  pronounce  it  conftantly  like  the 
Latin  v. 

13.  When  the  Romans  faid  dicere  diem,  obire  diem, 
they  expreHed  indeed  the  day  appointed  for  trial,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  they  ever  ufed  dies  in  the  fenfe  of 
judicium,  which  is  the  meaning  exprefled  by  St.  Paul. 
It  would  be  likewife  difficult  to  fin^  an  example  where 
the  Hebrew  word  DV  is  taken  in  that  fenfe.  The  ex- 
preffion  ay^^uviyn  fifAtpoi  feems  to  have  fome  analogy  to 
xvfia  ftfAtgaj  a  judicial  phrafe  in  ufe  at  Athens.  See  Pot- 
ter's Greek  Antiquities,  Vol.  I.  B.  L  ch.  ixi. 

14.  See  Wetftcin's  Note  to  Col.  ii.  18. 

15.  It  U  extraordinary  that  this  word  is  written  by 
our  author,  and  in  the  Lexicons  and  Concordances  to 
the  Greek  Teftament,  xoHayapxtu  in  (lead  of  xetlayxpnau. 
The  two  tenfes  ufed  by  St.  Paul  may  be  derived  indeed 
from  the  one  as  well  as  from  the  other,  but  the  fimple 
verb  is  vapnau^  and  airoifaf xwci  is  ufed  by  Plutarch,  which 
puts  the  matter  out  of  doubt.  See  Wetftein's  Kote  to 
4  Cor.  xi.  8. 

16.  fiut  this  is  inapplicable  to  xftra^^CeuA}  in  St,  Paul's 
cpiftles,  for  it  occurs  only  once,  viz.  Col.  ii.  18. 
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17.  Aratus,  Callimachus,  and  Menander.  See  Pfitii 
Introdudio  in  leSionem  Novi  Teftamenti,  cap,  xvii. 
p.  950.  ed.  Hoffmann.  Lipfiae  1764. 
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i8,  npo(ruvov  Tuff  ymg  is  a  tranflation  of  ^KH  OSj  which 
is  rendered  in  this  manner  in  the  Septuagint,  Gen.  xi.  4. 
^nd  in  many  other  places; 

ig.  The  Hebraifm  conGfts  not  in  the  word  itfelf,  but 
in  its  application  to  the  Deity,  in  imitation  of  0*1K> 
which  is  uFually  rendered  in  the  Septuagint  by  Kvpiog. 

20.  Kpmiy  tv  J«xa*o(ruiftj  correfponds  to  pivil  CDStJ^ 
which  is  rendered  in  this  manner  Pfal.  ix.  8.  (ver.  g.  in 
the  Hebrew)  and  in  many  other  places. 

21.  The  lingular  ufe  of  fAfUj^ocrui/D  in  this  and  other 
paflages  of  the  New  Teftament  confifts  in  its  being  ap- 
plied to  denote  ^  alms/  for  in  the  claflic  authors  it  Iigni- 
fies  mifericordia  in  general,  nor  is  k  ever  ufed  in  the  Sep- 
tuagint in  the  fenfe  of  *  contributions  for  the  poor.'  That 
the  fathers  have  ufed  it  in  this  fenfe  is  of  no  importance 
at  prefent,  becaufe  they  have  taken  it  from  the  Greek 
Teftament.     The  origin  of  this  fenfe  our  author  afcribes 
to  the  influence  of  the  Hebrew,  but  what  Hebrew  word 
ftiall  we  adopt  for  this  purpofe  r     The  Syriac  tranflator 
Has  rendered  cXiDjuoo-vi^dd,  ^in  the  paffage  in  queftion,  by 
|Ao!i,  which  correfponds  to  the  Hebrew  np*llf.     Now  it 
is  true  that  this  word  is  rendered  nine  times  in  the  Sep* 
tuagint  by  cXsujiAocruvii,  but  in  not  one  of  thofe  inftances 
does  gXiujixoo-uni  fignify  '  alms.'     This  fenfe  therefore,  of 
which  the  firft  traces  are  vifible  in  the  Greek  Teftament, 
ought  rather  to:  be  afcribed  to  the  Syriac.     It  occurs 
fourteen  times  in  the  N.  T.  and  is  in  every  example 
renderedvin  the  Syriac  by  |Aon  j  a  clofe  connexion  there- 
fore between  the  two  words  had  been  eftabliflied  by  ac- 
tual ufage,  and  hence  the  facred  writers  have  afcribed 
to  iXcu/tAoo-uv^a  fenfe  unknown  (b  the  claffic  authors,  and 
to  the  Seventy,  becaufe  this  fenfe  was  fometimes  applied 

to 
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to  th#  word,  which  corrcrponds  to  it  in  their  native  lan- 
guage. 

Bpt  this  ufe  of  iXm/KorvM  is  rather  Cd  be  attributed  to 
St.  Luke  than  to  St.  Paul,  for  though  it  is  taken  frt^in 
a  ipeech  that  was  made  by  the  Appfile^  it  is  probitbly 
the  Greek  tranflation  of  the  facred  hiftori^o.  The  fpecch, 
u'hich  St.  Paul  had  made  at  Jerufalem  a  few  days  be- 
fore, is  expref:dy  faid,  A£ls  xxii.  a.  to  have  been  (poken 
in  the  diaicfl  of  the  country,  and  as  this  was  likewifc 
made  before  the  Jewifb  Sanhedrim,  the  Apoftle  undoubt- 
idly  delivered  it  in  the  fame  language.  Nor  lias  Sr. 
Paul  ufed  tXtJUfA^fni^n  in  this  or  any  other  fenfe  in  any  part 
of  his  writings:  and  that  which  St.  Matthew  and  Su 
Luke  underftand  by  cXfu/Ao^u^ac  vo«€r»,  he  exprefics  by 
jitu<jvia»  s-Mft».     See  Rom.  xv,  26* 

22.  The  mod  certain  criterion  for  eftabUIBing  a  He- 
braifm  in  an  unclafEc  phrafe  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
(eems  to  be  the  following :  ^  That  a  fimilar  phrafe  be 
found  in  the  Sepiuagintj  which  is  a  literal  iranflation  of 
the  Hebrew.'  For  ihouoh  the  native  language  of  the 
Tacred  writers  had  immediate  influence  on  their  Greek 
ftyle,  yet  the  Hebrew,  at  that  time  a  dead  language, 
operated  rather  through  the  medium  of  the  Greek  ver* 
fion.  Now  the  lad  example  produced  by  our  author, 
f  w(  KxrxyytXXtipy  IS  ufed  in  not  a  fingle  inftance  in  the 
whole  Scpiuagiiu,  though  ^^c  occurs  above  an  hundred 
tifnes.  The  Syriac  tranflaior  of  the  NewTcftameni  has 
rendered  it  by  )»o#  i»,  lucem  pracdicare;  but  whether 
this  idiom  is  originalfy  Syriac,  or  only  a  bald  tranflation 
of  the  Greek,  can  be  determined  only  by  the  difcovery 
of  a  fimilar  phrale  in  an  original  Syriac  author  t  though 
e%'en  this  difcovery  would  be  attended  with  no  abfoluie 
certainty,  fince  the  S)TidC,  as  well  as  the  Creek  fathers, 
have  borrowed  their  mi>des  of  expreflion  from  the  New 
Teftament,  and  the  woiks  o^aor  Syriac  writer,,  who  lived 
before  the  age  of  ChfiHianity,  are  now  extant. 

The  prefeiit  example  affords  an  opportunity  of  making 
a  remark  with  refpe&  to  various  pbraies  pvuliar  to  the 

New 
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New  Teftament,  which  feem  as  much  entitled  to  a  fe- 
parate  clafs,  s^s  thofe  which  are  referred  to  that  of  Hc- 
braifms  and  Syriafms.  After  all  the  learning,  which  has 
been  employed  in  arranging  the  remarkable  phrafes  of 
the  Greek  Teftament  under  their  refpeftive  heads,  there 
remains  a  great  number,  of  which  no  (race  is  to  be  found 
either  in  a  claffic  or  an  Oriental  wrier,  unle(s  we  con- 
vert the  (hadow  of  iimilarity  into  fubftance.  Nor  can 
this  aflPord  juft  matter  of  furprife,  for  as  every  expreffion, 
in  whatever  language  it  be  ufed,  muft  have  had  a  be- 
ginning, it  is  not  unreafonable  to  afcribe  the  origin  of 
many  to  the  New  Teftament  itfelf.  A  new  religion  of 
courfe  produces  new  ideas,  and  new  ideas  are  unavoid^ 
ably  followed  by  new  modes  of  expreffion,  which  it  is 
ulelefs  to  feek  in  the  writings  of  authors,  who  were  ftrani 
f^rs  to  the  ideas  themfelves* 

PAGE    157. 

^3,  This  fcene  is  reprefented  by  Dr.  Harwood  in  a 
very  lively  and  elegant  manner,  in  h^  Introdu6tion  to 
the  New  Teftament,  Vol.  I.  p.  2bo, 

■  % 

>   PACE    158.  ' 

£4.  Ernefti  Inftitutio  Interpretis  Novi  Teftamenti,ed. 
tertia,  Lipfiae  1775.  As  our  author  quotes  from  this 
work  (which  is  held  in  high  efteem.in  Germany,  though 
he  is  himfclf  unfavourable  to  that  celebrated  critic)  with- 
out mentioning  either  chapter  or  page,  it  is  difficult  to 
difcover  to  what  part  he  alludes.  It  is  natural  to  feek 
this  obfervation  of  Ernefti  in  the  chapter  relating  to  the 
language  of  the  New  Teftament,  p.  40 — 57.  but  though 
he  prefers  the  Greek  purity  in  Philo  and  Jofephus  to 
the  Hebrew'-Greek  of  St.  Paul,  confidered  merely  as 
language,  no  mention  is  made  of  the  Apoftle'i  ioabjiity 
to  comprehend  the  writings  pf  either. 


SECT, 
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SECT.       IX. 
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I*  j-^va^)  pugio.  See  Caftelli  et  Golii  Lexicon  Per- 
iicpm^  p.  244.  Meninfky  LexicQn  Perf.  Arab.  Turc. 
Tom.  I.  p.  1950.  of  the  ed.  of  168O9  or  Ricbardfon's 
Perfian  and  Arabic  Di&ionary,  Vol.  I.  p.  803.  Iiefy<» 
cbius  obferves  that  ayya^ot  is  a  Perfian  word.  See  AU 
berti's  Note,  Vol,  I.  p.  37.  of  his  edidon  of  Hefychtua. 

2.  Stephanus  has  produced  examples  from  the,  Greek 
claffics,  in  which  ayyaftvm^  y^C'i  ^nd  fuiyof  are  ufed  i 
but  of  /ncyirft^K  he  fays,  apud  claflicos  fcriptores  nomen 
hoc  roe  legere  non  memini :  yet  it  is  ufed  very  frequently 
in  the  Septuagint  and  Apocrypha,  and  was  adopted  even 
by  the  Romans,  as  appears  from  Wetftein's  Note,,  to 
which  our  author  refers. 
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3.  Our  author  here  compares  with  Mattb.  vi.  7.  a 
paflage  not  in  a  Perfian,  but  in  a  Turkifli  ode,  taken 
from  Jones's  Commentarii  Poefeos  Afiaticae,  p.  157. 
He  probably  means  Matth.  vi.  3.  for  the  paflage  which 
he  produces  from  the  Turkiih  ode  is,  ^  Let  not  the  left 
ear  hear  the  found  of  the  gold  and  filver  drops  which  fall 
from  the  fource  of  the  right  hand.^ 

4.  Sciunt  viri  do6li  vivere  in  Perfia  et  India  iogentem 
hominum  ccetum,  et  late  fufum,  qui  fe  ipfi  Mendai 
Ijafai,  difcipulos  Johannis,  nominant,  vulgo  vero  Chrifti- 
ani  S.  Johannis  ab  Europaeis  vocantur,  quia  levi  quadam 
et  exigu&  Chrifti  cognitione  tin6ti  funt;  ab  Orientalibus 
Sabbi  vel  Sabiim. 

Mofheim  de  rebus  ChriRian.  ante  Conftantium  M. 
p.  43.  More  information  may  be  had  oh  this  lubjeQ  in 
the  3*.  and  4*\  volumes  of  the  Commentationes  fociet. 
reg.  fcient.     Goettingenfis. 

5.  The  opinion,  that  St  John  wrote  againft  the  Gnof- 
ticS)  has  been  called  in  queftion  by  Tittmann^  in  his 

treat  ife 
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ireatife  De  veftigiis  Gnofticorum  ^  Novo  Teftamento 
fruflra  quacfitis,  Lipfias  ^273'  ^"^  ^^^  further  confide- 
ration  of  this  fubjeB  muft  be  deferred  to  the  particular 
Introdutlion  to  St.  John's  Gofpel, 

PAGE    i6t. 

6.  Zcnd-Avefta,  ouvragc  d/e  Zoroaftre  traduit  en 
Francois  fur  Poriginal  Zend  avcc  des  remarques  par  M» 
Anquetil  du  Perron,  3  tomes,  4*\  Paris  1771.  Sir 
William  Jones,  the  celebrated  Orientalift,  immediately 
difcovered  that  the  work  was  fpurious,  and  by  no  means 
to  be  attributed  to  Zoroafter,  in  confequence  of  which 

he  publifhed  in  the  fame  year,  Lettre  a  M,  A du 

P dans  laquelleeft  compris  PExamen  defa  traduc-. 

tion  des  livres  attribues  a  Zoroaftre.  In  Germany  this, 
verfion  oF  Anquetil  has  met  with  more  fuccefs^  for  it 
has  not  only  been  tranflated  into  German,  but  applied 
ro  the  purpofes  of  explaining  the  New  Teftament. 
Commentaries  and  paraphrafes  have  appeared,  in  which 
the  pretended  philofophy  of  Zoroafter  has  been  con-, 
fidered  as  a  mean  of  explaining  the  writings  of  thofe  who,, 
firft:  propagated  the  Chriftian  religion.  But  as  a  paflion 
for  critical  and  pbilofophical  difcovery  has  diftinguiflied 
the  prefent  age,  inftead  of  being  furprifed  at  the  applica- 
tion, we  have  rather  reafon  to  wonder  that  no  one  has 
explored  for  the  fame  purpofe,  either  the  tieafures  of  the 
Vedam,  or  the  myfteries  of  the  Chouking. 

7.  The  remarks  therefore  which  might  be  made  on 
this  fubjeft  in  general,  muft  be  deferred  to  the  fame 
place. 

PAGE  162, 

8.  The  differtations  of  Profeffor  Meiners,  relating  to 
ihj  Zend-Avefta,  are  printed  in  the  8'^  vol.  of  the  Novi 
Commentarii  Soc.  Reg.  Goitingenfis,  and. in  thei".  and 
3*.  vol.  of  the  Comnjentationes.  It  is  well  known,  that 
Mr.  Richardfon  is  of  the  fame  opinion  with  Profeffor 
Meiners.^, 

E  c  SECT. 
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SECT.      X. 

TAGZ    162. 

I.  It  was  fpoken  and  printed  at  Leipzig  in  1726^  and 
reprinted  in  Georgii  Hierocriticon. 

PAGi  163* 

a.  But  the  i^ord  Xtytiiv,  in  the  New  Teftament,  de- 
notes no  part  either  of  a  Greek  or  a  Roman  aroiy^  and 
(igniBes  only  a  great,  though  indeterminate  number  in 
general,  as  in  Matt,  xxvi.  53.  It  does  not  appear  then, 
that. a  word  of  Grecian  origin  would  have  oeen  lefs 
proper  than  Xiyiuy^  efpecially  as  this  Latin  word  is  ufed 
in  the  Greek  Teftament  in  a  fenfe  unknown  to  a  Latin 
author.  On  the  ufe  of  A<yfM»,  Mark  v.  ^.  15*  Luke 
viii.  30.  fee  Buxtorf  Lex,  Talm.  p.  1123.  f.  v.  \v2h9 
where  it  appears,  that  this  word  was  adopted  by  the 
Rabbins,  and  ufed  by  them,  to  iignify  one  perfon,  who 
had  many  under  his  command.  This  fenfe  is  well  adapted 
•o  Xijim,  as  ufed  Mark  v.  g.  15.  Luke  viii.  30. 

3.  When  our  author  fays  that  /MdtxfAX«'  is  found  in  no 
Greek  author,  he  expreffes  himfelf  inaccurately,  becaufe 
k  occurs  in  Plutarch.  See  Kypke  Obferv.  facrae,  Tom, 
II.  p-  219.  But  as  Plutarch  thought  it  necefiary  to  ex- 
plain it  by  xftun^XiQVj  it  is  probable  that  the  word  was  of 
Latin  origin. 
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4.  The  word  ufed  in  the  Syriac  verfion  is  jyoftaao^ 
which  is  evidently  formed  from  the  Latin  word  qua^flto- 
Barius,  and  has  little  refemblance  to  cuftodia.  It  fcems 
probable,  therefore,  that  it  was  originally  written  in  tl0s 
manner,  and  that  its  fimilarity  to  quaeitionarius  is  not 
owing  to  the  error  of  a  tranfcriben  Though  the  Latin 
word  fignifies  properly  an  executioner,  yet  when  adopted 
in  the  Syriac,  it  was  ufed,  perhaps^  to  denote  officers  of 
juftice  in  general 
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5.  As  St«  Luke  was  not  a  civilHln,  but  n  phyfician, 
and  Su  Paul  had  been  educated,  not  in  the  forum,  biit 
at  the  feet  of  Gamaliel,  it  may  feem  unreafonable  to 
exped  in  their  writings  the  technical  terms  of  the  Ro- 
man law.  But  as  tbefe  had  influence  on  the  language 
of  common  life,  and  both  St.  Luke  and  St.  Paul  were 
frequently  in  circumftances,  that  required  the  mention 
of  juridical  expreflBons,  it  is  not  extraordinary  that  they 
fometimes  occur.  Whether  all  the  phrafes  which  oui* 
author  has  produced,  are  to  be  afcribed  to  this  caufe,  is 
at  ieaft  a  matter  of  doubt:  the  fimilarity  of  remittere  ad 
alium  judicem  to  avtin/iA^/a  v^a^  wfo^  avTo»,  Luke  xxiii^ 
15.  is  owing,  perhaps,  rather  to  accident  than  deGgn,  aud 
that  ioKifAa^u  is  applied  by  St.  Luke  to  the  fame  fiibjefl^ 
as  Cicero  has  applied  proboj  affords  no  more  an  argu- 
ment for  a  Latinifm  in  the  former,  than  a  Grecifm  in 
the  latter,  becaufe  the  two  words  have  a  literal  corre- 
fpondence.  With  refpeS  to  uiroTi5fv«i  top  rgax^^^^y  if  ^^ 
be  explained  as  a  Latinifm,  our  author's  tranflation  of 
it  is  inadmiffible,  for  dare  jugulum  (igniRes  to  expofe 
one's  life,  and  not  one's  fortune  to  danger.  Sec  Cicero's 
Oratio  pro  Milone,  Cap.  xi.  Tom.  IL  P.  IL  p.  1357* 
ed.  Ernefti.  Our  author,  in  fupport  of  his  new  tranfla- 
tion,  appeals  to  the  oration  pro  Quintio,  in  which  he 
fays  jugulum  is  very  frequently  ufed  in  the  fenfe  which 
he  here  afcribes  to  it :  yet  I  have  read  the  whole  oration 
without  difcovering  jugulum  in  a  (ingle  inftance,  which 
would  be  hardly  poIGble,  if  it  occurred  fo  frequently  as 
he  relates. 

6.  For  inftance  Xivnov,  John  xiii.  4,  5.  vsfot^iof,  John 
xi.  44.  J'yiraffok,  Luke  vii.  41.  cviKuXcbTUf^  Mark  vi.  27* 
(ASfA^goLpay  2  Tim.  iv.  13.  TftCcfkn,  Ads  xxviii.  15.  fAiXioy, 
Matth.  V.  41.  X6^f«irriif,  Matth.  v.  26.  fto-o-agitv,  Matth. 

PACK  165. 

7.  The  erroneous  quotations  (whether  they  are  mif- 
takes  of  the  writer  or  of  the  printer  I  will  not  determine) 
in  the  preceding  part  of  this  work  I  have  carefully  cor- 

B  c  a  reftcd, 
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reAed,  except  in  ow  or  two  inftances  which  I  hzre 

noted.     I  have  likewife  here  correded  a  wrong  quotatioir 

from  Jofephus,  but  I  am  unable  to  redify  all  thofe  that 

are  here  taken  from  Phik>»     Of  the  ten  references  to  that 

author,  not  lefs  than  feven  are  inaccurate.     For  the  firil 

and  fifth  examples  in  Note  (y)  belong  properly  to  Note 

(z)»  and  the  fixth  is  toully  falfe.     In  Note  (z)^  which 

relates  to  the  ufe  of  cAtyp^o^^  and  n  9V9u3or9t  iXiyx^  ^^ 

the  fenfe  of  confcience,  is  no  example  which  fiiews  the 

ufe  of  the  latter  ;  in  the  two  firft  examples  of  this  Note 

fXcyx^^  is  ufed,  but  they  prove  the  contrary  of  our 

author's  explanation,  becaufe  iXiyx^^  is  tiled  as  a  predi^ 

cate  of  T0  ffu»f iJof,  and  therefore  cannot  itfelf  fignify  con- 

fcience:  the  third  example  is  totally  f^fe.    In  Note  (a^ 

the  reference  is  likewife  erroneous,  for  »$  is  not  once 

ufed  in  the  whole  page.     It  is  to  be  obferved  that  our 

author,  in  quoting  from  the  works  of  Philo,  underftands- 

the  edition  of  Mangey,  which  he  has  noted  on  a  former 

occaiion. 

8.  But  if  iru»iftjii<nf  is  ufed  not  only  in  the  book  of 
Wifdom,  but  likewife  in  the  Greek  verfion  of  Eccle- 
fiaftes,  it  was  introduced  long  before  the  Latin  language 
could  have  had  the  lead  influence  on  the  Greek.     That 
it  is  ufed  only  in  a  fingle  example  is  of  no  imporunce^ 
for  this  alone  is  fufficient  to  deftroy  the  whole  hypoihefisw 
it  is  even  a  matter  of  doubt  whether  the  particular  fenfe 
of  ffVHi^nffiS)  as  expreflive  of  confcience,  is  to  be  aicribed 
to  the  Latin,  for  as  it  is  ufed  in  that  manner  in  the  book 
of  Wifdom,  which  was  probably  written  before  Egypt 
bad  been  reduced  to  a  Roman  province,  it  is  more  Na- 
tural to  feek  its  origin  in  the  idiom  of  Alexandria^  than 
in  the  idiom  of  Roqne.     Befides.  confcientia  in  the  Latin 
claflics,  like  to  ^wuio^  in  the  Greek,  denoted  rather  the 
confcioufndfs  of  a  good  or  evil  aflion,  whereas  ctrHtr 
Jiia-K,  in  the  New  Teliamenc,  which  alone  is  the  objeft 
of  our  prefent  inquiry,  denotes  the  principle  of  percep- 
tion, as  well  as  the  perception  itfelf.    The  Romans  faid  in 
general,  confcientia  fcelerum,  confcientia  animi,  whereas 

St. 
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St  Paul  has  not  only  o^wi^iiric  «fA«^7i«'i'9  hut  jAotflv^i^p  mf 

9,  Tom.  I.  p.  309.  cd  WefleKng. 
lb.  The  paffage  from  Polybius  is  quoted  by  Raphe], 
in  his  Annocationes  Philologies  ex  A'rriano  et  Polybio, 

P-  153- 

11.  The  pafTage  from  Appian  is  quoted  by  Kypke,  in 

his  Obf.  facrae,  Tom.  I.  197.  He  has  likewife  pro- 
duced a  paiTage  from  Arrian,  where  the  pbrafe  is  ufed 
paffively^  tnotfoy  iwentfAtS^x^  which  cannot  be  a  Latinifm^ 
becaufe  the  Latin  language  admits  not  that  turn  of  ex« 
preflion.  But  there  is  a  pafTage  in  the  Septuagint  hither- 
to overlooked,  which  puts  the  matter  out  of  doubt,  fince 
no  one  will  afcribe  the  phrafes  of  the  Alexandrine  verfion 
xo  the  influence  of  the  Latin;  2{;^i  to  ixavon  orvlu  ^^  «?c«; 
^iroiuo-iy;  Jeremiah  xlviii.  30. 

PAGE   166, 

12.  The  anfwer  as  given  in  the  original  language  i« 
no  where  on  record,  and  the  only  mean  of  forming  a 
probable  conjedure  is  the  Syriac  verfion^  but  here  we 
iind  a  totally  diflPerent  expreflion  Aj|  V  As]* 

SEC     T.       XL 

FACE     167. 

1.  That  t^i«,  1  Cor.  xi.  10.  figoifies  a  veil  is  admit- 
ted by  moll  critics,  hut  they  are  not  unanimous  in  the 
tnode  of  accounting  for  it.  Hardy  fays,  *  Velamen  eft 
jignum  imperii  quod  in  uxorem  habet  maritus,'  which 
is  the  interpretation  of  the  Greek  fathers.  But  if  the 
emblem  of  powef  was  worn  by  the  woman,'  it  is  rather  a 
(token  of  fubje€lion  on  the  part  of  the  man,  and  iffj«<ri(» 
relates  to  the  authority  of  the  man,  it  is  very  improperly 
applied  to  the  drefs  of  the  woman  :  on  the  other  hand^ 
if  a  veil  is  a  token  of  lubmiffion,  the  ufe  of  igatria  in  that 
Jenfe  involves  a  contfadidion.  Vorfirus  explains  it  as  a 
Hebraifm,  and  has  recourfc  to  TTI,  but  as  this  word 
admits  not  the  fenfe  of  poteftas,  and  i^w%»  h  never  ufed 

X  c  3  in 
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in  the  fenfe  of  TTIt  the  two  words  are  wholly  nncon- 
neded.  In  Schoettgen's  Lrxicoi^  appeal  is  nrnde  tlJfO 
^tn>  poteftas  capitis  mci,  PH  Ix.  9.  but  here  the  notion 
of  a  veil  is  wanting,  the  cxpreffion  is  ufed  as  proceeding 
from  ibe  Deity,  is  rendered  in  the  LXX  n^tSaimrtf  m^ 
xifmXnf  lAM  and  there  is  no  reference  whatfoever  to  a 
covering. for  the  head.  Nothing  is  more  eafy  than  the 
invention  of  an  Hebraifm*  provided  we.  can  iatisfy  our- 
felves  with  the  fliadow  inftead  of  the  fubftance :  but  on- 
lefs  plain  reafon  be  banifhcd  from  philological  inquiries, 
no  man  can  be  fatisfied  with  the  principle  of  an  Hebraifm 
on  the  prefent  occafion  till  an  Hebrew  word  be  produced 
which  denotes  both  poteftas,  and  velum.  The  foregoing 
explanations  therefore  are  very  properly  reje&ed  by  our 
author,  but  the  folution  which  he  has  given  is  attended 
with  no  inconGderable  difficulty.  The  paflage  in  qoeP 
tion  relates  not  to  the  fafhions  of  the  Corinthian  ladies, 
but  to  the  dodrines  of  the  Rabbins,  and  the  two  exam* 
pies  produced  by  our  author  by  way  of  illuftration 
(which  I  have  referved  for  thefe  notes)  that  the  word 
Confideration  has  been  ufed  in  fome  provinces  of  Ger- 
many to  denote  a  petticoat,  and  that  a  pair  of  Excellen- 
cies figni6ed  formerly  at  Hanover  a  pair  of  gouty  fhoes, 
becaule  worn  frequently  by  gentlemen  who  had  that 
title,  muft  naturally  excite  a  fmile.  A  cant  expreffion 
of  this  nature  is  unfuitable  to  the  gravity  of-St«  Paul's 
epiftles,  and  as  the  ApoQle  has  ufed  tJ^mttL  in  not  lefs 
than  ten  examples  in  the  fame  epiftle,  an  extraordinary 
ufe  of  it  in  this  inftance  alone  muft  unavoidably  have 
perplexed  the  Corinthians  themfelves.  The  pa£Eage  may 
be  moft  eafily  explained  if  we  take  t^sria  in  the  fenfe  of 
praefidium,  a  notion  very  nearly  allied  to  that  of  poteftas 
and  imperium.  It  is  true,  that  no  inftance  has  been 
produced  from  a  cUffic  author,  in  which  c^stm  has  this 
meaning  ;  but  i^n^rioc  and  f^sria^w  are  frequently  ufed  in 
the  Greek  verfion  of  the  book  of  Daniel  for  fome  deriva- 
tive of  the  Chaldee  verb  0^18^,  or  for  the  verb  itfelf. 
Now  the  fubftantive  Vfw  (ignifies  an  inftrument  of  pro- 

te6lion,  or  a  fhield.  Buxtorfii  Lex,ChakL  Rabb.  p.  1416. 

On 
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On  tbi$  principle  |he  words  in  queftion  ha  rWlt'»^ciX»  « 
yu»fl  f^nriotv  fx'ti'  tvi  rtic  xc^«A«(,  would  be  tranflated  ^  for 
this  reafon  the  woman  ought  to  have  a  protisftion  on  her 
head/  This  prote6tion  was  her  veil.  Should  this  ex- 
planation be  thought  unfatisfadiory,  more  information 
may  be  bad  in  Wolfii  Curae  Philqjiogicae  et  Critical,  ia 
quatuor  priores  S.  Pauli  epiftolas,  p.  474'-^478.  ed.  2^\ 

PACB  168. 

9*   In  bis  OVervationes  Philologicocriticas,  p.  368. 

3.  If  xa5«c  is  the  corredtion  of  a  tranferiber,  the 
correction  muft  have  been  made  in  a  very  early  age,  for 
this  reading  is  exprefled  in  the  Syriac  verOon.  Likewife 
in  the  three  capital  manufcripts  Cod,  Alexandrinus,  Cy* 
prius,  and  Regius  2143,  inftead  of  the  common  reading 
KAIIIA  (as  written  in  the  ancient  MSS.  without  inter- 
vals) we  find  KA0n  .  Now  the  latter  feefms  to  have 
been  the  original  reading   for   the   following  reafons* 

1.  Though  vuf  occurs  fourteen  times  in  St,  Mark's 
Gpfpel,  he  has  no  where  ufed  it  as  equivalent  to  koi^u^. 

2.  According  to  the  common  reading  the  conj.  xott  forms 
a  new  claufe,  in  which  is  an  ofarlique  conftru6lion  with- 
out any  principal  verb^  an  impcrfedion  which  muft  be 
felt  by  the  very  worft  writer.  3.  If  the  upper  and  lower 
(Irokes  of  the  9  were  effaced  in  an  ancient  MS.  from 
which  copies  were  taken,  tranfcribers,  who  were  not  al- 
ways the  beft  fcholars,  might  eafily  imagine  that  the  left 
hand  ftroke  was  an  I,  and  that  on  the  right  hand  with 
the  dot  in  t,he  middle  the  remnant  of  a  II,  whereas  III 
could  not  be  fo  eafily  miftaken  for  0. 

4.  In  his  Obf,  Sacrae^  Tom.  L  p.  174* 

PAGE  169. 

g.  This  paffage  from  Thomas  Magifter  is  quoted  in 
Wetftein's  Note  10  Rom.  ix.  4.  where  ii»%}ian  is  ex- 
plained as  the  Covenant  made  with  Abraham,  Ifaac,  and 
Jacob.  But  jf)otwithft»nding  the  authority  of  two  fuch 
eminent  critics  as  Wetftein,  and  Michaelis,  we  may  ven- 
ture to  doubt,  whether  St.  Paul  underftood  ai  ^iaOyIxai  as 

£  e  4  an 
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an  Auicifm  in  the  fenfe  of  die  fingular,  for  (he  following 
reafons.     i.  St.  Paul  has  ufed  in  not  lefs  than  twenty- 
fix  examplcs9  where  he  intends  to  ezprefs  a  fingle  cove- 
nant, J«atiic«  in  the  finguiar.  2.  In  all  his  epiftles  ^laOnxai 
in  the  plural  occurs  in  only  two  inftances,  Rom.  ix.  4. 
fihich  is  the  paflage  jn  queftion,  and  Gal.  iv.  24.     In 
the.  latter  inftance  we  find  ou  iuo  JiaOnxai,  the  two  cove- 
nants ;  he  makes  therefore  an  evident  diftindion  between 
the  finguiar  and  the  plural,  for  the  ufe  of  ^uo  wholly  ex- 
cludes an  Atticifm.  Is  it  not  then  reafonable  to  fiippofe 
that  in  the  remaining  example,  Rom.  ix.  4.  he  intended 
to  exprefs  the  New  as  well  as  the  Old  Covenant  ?    3.  In- 
dependent of  the  foregoing  circumftances  the  context 
itself  pleads  for  a  plural  fenfe,  for  immediately  after  a» 

JiaSnitai,  St.  Paul  adds  n  vofAoOfO-ioej  xfti  n  Xalpfi*,  JUii   at 

fvafyfAifti^  where  tofioOio-ia  and  Xa1ffi«  refer  to  the  Old 
Covenant,  MWAfytX^at  to  the  New,  it  being  the  defign  of 
the  Apoftle  to  convince  the  Jews  that  they  were  not  only 
partakers  of  the  former,  but  heirs  of  the  latter. 
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6.  '  Per  5ff/A,aaIa  hoc  loco  familiam  feu  domefticos 
Jacobi  intelligo.  Haud  rara  eft  hac  notione  vox  5oe/m/x« 
profanis;  quae,  quum  a  rpitpu  defcendat,  alumnos  proprie 
notat.'  He  then  produces  examples  from  Libanius  and 
the  Arundel  marbles. 

See  Kypke  Obf.  facrse,  Tom.  I.  p.  36^. 
The  word  *  catile,*  ufed  in  the  Englifh  verfion  is  ftill 
retained  in  the  late  tranflation  of  Dr.  Campbell,  and  is 
accompanied  with  no  remark :  a  circumftance  which 
(hews  that  foreign  literature  is  lefs  noticed  in  England 
than  it  deferves. 

7.  See  Pococke's  Infcriptiones  antiquae,  p.  24. 

PAOE     171. 

8,  See  alfo  Pococke's  Infcriptiones  antiquac,  p.  54. 
g.  If  jSao-iAfxof  were  a  proper  name,  St.  John  would 

rather  have  written  t*j  oif^fAol^  j3aiff*x»xof.  See  Luke  i.  5-. 
AQ&  V.  I.  xxviii.  24.  and  other  examples,  where  t»?  when 
placed  bcfoie  a  proper  name  13  followed  by  «iio/a«Ii. 
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10.  Neither  Wetftein  nor  Griefbach  have  quoted  a 
various  reading  to  this  paffage,  either  from  a  MS.  or  a 
verfion  in  which   Nazarenus  is    ufed   in    the  vocative. 
Now  whether  ihefe  eminent  critics  have  been  guihy  of 
neglefl,  or  whether  the  adjeftive  agrees  with  Utrng  in  the 
Syriac,  as  well  as  in  the  Greek,  can  be  determined  only 
by  examining  the  paflage  itfelf.  The  words  of  the  Syriac 
verfion  are  HjJ  A-ooi  vloa*  Iq^.  tsS\  a|o,   which  Schaaf  has 
rendered  '  et  tu  quoque  cum  Jefu  eras  Nazareno,'  which 
feems  to  be  a  very  accurate  tranflation,  for  had  the  au- 
thor of  the  Syriac  verfion  intended  to  exprcfs  Na^apuvi, 
he  would  have  ufed  \*i^  ^1  not  l^^  alone. 

II.  Our  author  here  produces  a  paflage  from  a  Ger- 
man book,  written  by  S.  Schultz,  and  entitled,  *  Guid- 
ance of  God,  in  a  Courfe  of  Travels  through  Europe, 
Afia,  and  Africa.*     The  writer  of  this  work,  who  vifited 
Nazfireth  in    1754,  relates  that  Endu  Nufrani,  that  is, 
thdu  art  a  Nazarene,  is  at  prefent  a  common  term  of  re- 
proach.    But  we  muft  not  forget  that  Nazarene  is  the 
univerfal  appellation  of  the  Chriftians  of  the  Eaft,  who  are 
fo  called  from  the  place  where  the  founder  of  our  religion 
refided.     See  Afts  xxiv.  5.  Epiphanius  Haeref.  29.  c.  6. 
and  Hottinger-s  Hift.  Orientalis,  p.  332.  It  feems  then, 
according  to  its  general  ufe,  to  be  a  term  of  contempt, 
becaufe  the  Mohammedans  confider  the  Chriftians  as  a 
fct  of  Beings  inferior   to   themfelves,  and  it  exprefles 
nearly   the  fame  difrefpeft  as  the  word   Pagan    in  the 
mouth  of  a  Chriftian  at  the  lime  of  the  Crufades. 
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12.  By  moft  commentators,  and  in  moft  tranfjations, 
among  which  the  Syriac  may  be  reckoned,  is  underftood 
not  ufi,*^  eOy  but  Iei/mi,  fum.  In  the  Vulgate,  as  well  as 
in  our  common  Englifli  verfion,  it  is  literally  rendered 
by  the  prefent  tenfe,  but  Beza  has  tranflated  it  by  the 
future,  and  in  this  he  is  followed  by  Dr.  Campbell. 
Wetftein  h  A   quoted  the  Cod.   Cant,  for  up,  eo;  but 

•  this 
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this  fenfe  caa  depend  only  on  the  authority  of  the  Latin 
tranflation,  this  MS.  being  written  without  accents. 
Griefbach  prefers  the  fenfe  of  eo,  and  quotes  for  that 
purpofe  the  iEibiopic  and  Armenian  verfions,  Nonnus, 
Theopbylad,  and  three  celebrated  Latin  MSS. 


SECT.      XII. 
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1.  Our  author  here  introduces  a  rule  from  a  Greek 
Grammar,  written  in  German,  and  called  die  Markifche 
Grammatik,  which  I  have  been  obliged  to  omit,  becaufe 
the  rule  is  illuftrated  by  feveral  German  particles,  and  in 
a  tranflation  would  not  be  fo  intelligible,  as  in  the  origi- 
nal. But  it  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  this,  that  the 
genitive  is  the  ufual  cafe  abfolute  in  Greek,  but  that  in 
the  Attic  dialect  the  nominative  was  fometimes  ufed  ab- 
folute. Now  it  cannoi;  be  denied  that  a  nominative  ab- 
folMte  fometimes  occurs  in  the  Attic  writers,  efpecially 
the  poets,  of  which  the  following  is  an  example,  taken 
from  the  Antigone,  1.  266. 

^uAa^  iXty^uv  f  uXaxa. 

But  even  if  the  nominative  wer6  as  frequently  ufpd  ab- 
folute as  the  genitive,  it  would  be  of  no  ufe  in  explaining 
thofe  paflages  of  the  Septuagint  to  which  our  author  re- 
fers, becaufe  their  conftru6tion  is  totally  different  from 
that,  which  is  generally  undcrftood  by  a  cafe  abfolute,  as 
will  appear  from  the  following  note. 

2.  If  the  paflages  here  produced  from  the  Septuagint 
are  to  be  explained  on  the  principle  of  an  Attic  nomi- 
native abfolute,  we  have  a  lift  of  Atticifms,  in  many  of 
which  the  conftru£iion  is  fo  extraordinary,  that  an  Athe- 
nian might  perhaps  have  found  it  difficult  to  compre- 
hend them.  Befides,  a  cafe  abfolute  neceflarily  implies 
a  noun  or  a  pronoun  which  agrees  with  the  participle ; 

but 
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but  in  all  thefe  examples  we  find  the  participle  alonei 
which  (if  we  except  Gen.  xvi.  5,  where  we  find  Jwaj 
that  evidently  refers  to  iiTifA«<r&fir)  is  invariably  A«y«»  or 
Myoprti.  It  is  nothing  more  than  a  tranfladon  of 
the  Hebrew  Gerund  1Dttb»  which  the  Seventy  have 
rendered,  even  barbaroufly  in  many  cafes,  by  the  parti- 
ciple. For  inftance,  Gen.  xv.  1.  bit  TV\JV  121  T\^T\ 
Kl^n  bn  lOab  nrnoa  D12N  is  tranflated  fymn^n  pfifAct 

xup(8   irpo?  A|3pa/ub  iv  epotfACtri^  Xiyuv  /fn    ^oSs..      Again  .^H^ 

riDbomV  r\yn  loab  DmnxS  m  nban  onmn 

^nriK  is^  rendered  in  the  Sepiuagint  lyiviro  3i  fAirx  r»  fn- 

fAar»  TAUTft,    xai  aynyytXti   t^  A^faxfMj  Xtyovrti  lis  titoxc 

McX;^ft.  The  ufe  therefore  o(  Xtym  and  Xtyoyn^;  in  thefe 
examples  is  to  be  afcribed  rather  to  the  influence  of  the 
Hebrew,  than  to  the  polifhed  dialeft  of  Athens;  it  is  a 
Judaifm  not  an  Atticifm,  not  Attic  but  Jewifli  Greek. 

3.  To  judge  of  this"  example,  it  is  neceflary  to  ex- 
amine not  only  the  words  in  queftion,  but  thofe  ivith 
which  they  are  connefted.     Rom.   ix.   9.    10.  Era*   ry 

Now  it  cannot  be /denied  that  the  conftruQion  is  ob- 
fcure;  but  it  feems  more  reafonable  to  fuppofe  that  troti 
h  underilood  after  c;^8(ra,  as  it  immediately  precedes  in 
the'  fame  Tentence,  though  it  is  feparated  by  the  modern 
divifi^on  into  verfes,  than  to  have  recourfe  to  a  cafe  ab- 
folute  :  for  on  this  principle  we  have  a  claufe  commence 
ing  with  «txx«  x^t,  and  containing  no  verb  either  ex- 
prefTed  or  underilood,  which  unavoidably  leaves  the  fenfe 
imperfeft. 

PAGE  174. 

4*   Mark  xv.  36.  AfObiJi,wv  it  n;  xai  yifAio-eti  awofyv  o^9f 
Vf^i6ciC  TC  xjiXotfAU  ivoTil^iu  auTov,  Xiytavy  a^iti  licafxty  ii  cp^f* 

rai  HAmc  xa6iAiik  avToy,  Here  Xiyi>}v  evidently  agrees  with 
<t^,  and  to  explain  it  as  a  nom.  abf.  is  to  do  a  double 
violence  to  the  fentence,  1.  to  tear  it  frop  the  noun  with 
which  it  is  connefted,  2.  to  underftand  the  pronoun  n^^ 
The  apparent  contradiSion  between  the  two  Evangelifls, 
yhich  our  author  has  mentioned,  may  be  removed  in  a 

much 
8 
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much  eafier  manner,  by  takii^  ftftsif^*  in  the  fcnfe  of 
permiuo,  inftead  of  the  ufual  tranflatton  omittou 

5.  See  Fifcheri  Prolufiones  de  vitiis  Lexicor.  N.  T« 
p«  250.  LipGs  1791. 

SECT.     XIII. 
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1.  Raphael  in  his  Annout.  philolog.  in  N.  T.  ex.  Po- 
ly bio  et  Arriano,  p.  360 — ^375.  has  given  a  great  num- 
ber of  examples  in  which  virtc  is  ufed  in  the  (enfe  of 
Proof,  or  Ground  of  Belief,  but  neither  Stephanus,  Ra- 
phel,  Wetftein,  nor  Kypke,  have  produeed  an  inftance 
from  a  claflic  author,  where  the  ab(lra8:  n  vif^f  is  ufed 
for  the  concrete  to  viwifsufAOfoy.  If  our  author  has  dif- 
covered  an  example,  it  would  have  been  a  fatisfa&ioo  to 
his  readers  if  he  had  mentioned  it,  efpecially  as  this  fenfe 
is  well  fuited  to  the  pafTage. 

PAGE  177. 

2.  Yet  our  author,  in  the  place  to  which  he  refers, 
fays  himfelf,  p.  13.  that  the  examples  muft  be  referved 
for  his  public  le6lures.  It  is  true  that  he  explains,  p.  90 
*— 23.  the  meaning  of  ^xav^d^Af^fO'dad,  0D»fi#iio'i;,  -and 
Xoitofiu^  but  for  the  laft  example  alone  he  refers  to  the 
Septuagint,  viz.  £xod.  xvii.  2. 7.  Num.  xx.  3. 13.  Deut. 
xxxiii.  8.  7'here  is  an  excellent  chapter  on  this  fubjed 
in  Ernefti  Inft.  Interpr.  Nov.  Teft,  p.  160 — 173.  3*.ed. 

3.  Our  author  here  obferves  that  ^ a»ti^»  is  frequently 
ufed  in  the  Sepiuagint  for  ^^^^|  hiph.  a  rn%  which  in 
chat  conj.  fsgniBes  docuit.  I'he  examples  may  be  feen 
in  Biel  and  Trommius. 

4.  In  our  author's  Note  to  Heb.  xi.  5.  is  given  the 
following  reafon  why  lutigfrnxcvat  0f&)  is  improperly  ren« 
dered  in  the  common  tranflationj  viz.  that  Gen.  v.  24. 
tD^n^NH  nti  nijn  n^nnn  et  ambulavit  Henoch  cum 
Deo  is  rendered  in  the  LXX  xai  tun^ifmirif  Ev&g^  ra  0£u, 
on  which  he  obferves  that  the  notion  of  walking  with 

God 
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God  is  more  pearly  conneQed  with  that  of  fervingi  than 
that  of  pleafing  God. 

5.  As  the  plural  rilVnn  i^  not  ufed  in  the  paffage  of 
Ifaiah  to  which  our  author  refers,  nor  in  the  two  other 
inftances  produced  by  Biel,  viz.  If.  xlii.  8.  i2.  a  more 
convenient  example  may  be  taken  from  If,  xUii.  7.  where 
we  find  r\)tV  flwHIl  in  the  Hebrew,  and  «f ira*  Ku/wt?  in 
the  Septuagint.  This  remark  is  made  on  the  fuppofition 
that  the  pi.  number  occafions  the  difficulty,  for  agtTfi  in 
the  fing.  was  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of  honour  or  glory  as  long 
ago  as  the  days  of  Homer, 

Iliad.  XX.  242. 
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6.  The  Concordance  of  Trommius  was  publifhed  in 
1718,  the  Codex  Chigianus  in  1772. 

7.  I  have  likewife  found  many  inaccuracies  in  the  re- 
ferences to  the  quoted  texts,  an  imperfe£lion  which  can- 
not with  any  juftice  be  laid  to  the  charge  of  the  learned 
and  induflrious  compiler,  fince  in  a  work  confifting  of 
two  folio  volumes,  every  page  of  which  contains  nearly 
four  hundred  figures,  errata  were  unavoidable.  But  it 
fhould  ferve  as  a  caution  to  all  authors,  not  to  depend 
on  this  or  any  other  concordance,  without  referring  to 
the  paflages  themfelves;  and  I  could  produce  examples 
where  this  negledt  has  occafioned  miftakes,  not  only  in 
this  Introduftion,  but  in  Biel's  Lexicon  ad  LXX  Inter- 
pretes.  To  mention  one  only  in  particular,  Num.  iv.  2 1. 
is  quoted  in  Trommius  for  cgairiva,  it  ought  to  be  Num. 
iv.  !io.  but  this  erratum  has  been  copied  by  Biel,  Tom.  I. 
p.  654-  and  by  our  author.  Vol.  I,  p.  154.  4*\  ed.  of  his 
IntroduQion. 

8.  To  Biel's  Lexicon  in  LXX  Interpretes,which  was 
publifhed  at  the  Hague  in  1779  and  1780,  in  3  vols.  8^**. 
may  be  added  Lexici  in  interpretes  Graecos  V.  T. 
maxime  fcriptores  apocryphos  Spicilegium,  pod  Bielium 
congeffit  et  edidit  J.  F.  Schleufner,  Lipfiae  1784,  8^"% 
Specimen*! L  ib.  ij^86. 

g.  Our 


446  NOTKS    TO  CHAP.    IV.   SECT.    XIV. 

9.  Our  author  recommends  in  this  part  of  his  Pro* 
gramma  a  diligent  ftudy  of  Ecclefiaftes,  and  the  book 
of  Wifdom ;  not  only  as  they  arc  excellent  fyftems.  of 
morality,  but  with  a  view  of  determining  more  precifely, 
whether  allufions  are  made  to  them  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  in  the  fame  manner  as  to  the  Proverbs. 

ID.  Our  author's  commentary  on  the  firft  book  of 
the  Maccabees,  entitled  Ueberfetzung  des  erften  Buchs 
der  Maccabaer,  was  publifhed  in  1778,  ten  years  before 
the  prefent  edition  of  his  Introduftion  appeared.  The 
paflage  has  remained  unaltered,  as  it  ftood  in  the  third 
edition :  at  that  time  he  was  unable  to  determine  the 
pages,  where  examples  of  this  nature  would  be  given, 
and  as  he  has  not  done  it  in  this  lad  edition,  I  am  un- 
able to  quote  them  in  thefe  notes. 

PAGE  179. 

11.  This  is  a  refinement  which  feems  to  have  no 
foundacion,  fince  a  requeft  from  ^n  Apoftle  is  equivalent 
to  a  command.  It  implies  airo  that  iropvna  has  a  parti- 
cular meaning'  in  (his  paflage,  which  our  author  endea- 
vours to  eftablifh  in  the' following  feBion ;  but  it  will 
appear  from  the  remark  on  his  explanation^  that  it  is 
fupported  by  no  authority. 

12.  In  his  Obf.  facrse,  Tom.  II.  p.  i5i. 

SECT.       XIV. 

PAGE    182. 

1.  The  beft  treatife  on  the  Hebraifms  of  the  New 
Teftament  is  Johannis  Vorftii  de  Hebraifmis  Novi  Teft. 
Commentarius,  ed.  Fifcher,  Lipfia:  1778.  The  learned 
editor  is  likewife  preparing  a  fupplement  to  this  work, 
the  firft  and  fecond  fpecimens  of  which  have  been  lately 
publiihed  under  the  tiile  of  Supplementorum  Commen* 
tarii  J.  Vorftii  fpecim^n  primuro,  ab  J.  F.  Fifchero, 
Lipfia?  ijgi.  Specimen  fecundum  ib.  Fifdber^s  edi^ 
tion  of  ^^  Leufdenii  de  dialedis  N*.  T.  fingulatim  de 

ejus 
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ejus  Hebraifmis,  libellus  iinguiaris/'  publilhed  at  Leipzig 
in  179^9  is  likewife  a  valuable  work. 

2.  In  our  author's  edition  of  this  celebrated  work, 
\tfhi|ch  has  been  twice  printed  at  Goctingen.  His  pre- 
face and  notes  were  again  publiflied  by  Bifhop  Lowth 
himfeir,  under  the  following  title :  J.  D.  Micbaelis  in 
Robert!  Lowth  praeleQiones  de  Sacra  Poefi  Hebraeorum 
Notac  et  Epimetra,  Oxon.  1763. 

3.  Lightfooti  Horac  Hebraicse  et  Talmudica?,  4*\ 
which,  befide  the  original  edition,  has  been  twice  printed 
at  Leipzig  in  1679  and  1684.  This  work  includes  only 
the  four  Gofpels. 

.  Chriftiani  Schoettgenii  Horac  HebraicacetTalmudicac 
in  univerfum  N.  T.  4**.  Tom.  L  Drefdae  1733.  Tom. 
IL  ib.  174*. 

To  thefe  may  be  added  Novum  Teftamentum  ex 
Talmude  et  ahtiquitatibus  Ebraeorum  illuftratum,  ed. 
Meufchen,  Lipfiae  1736,  4**. 

I4.  The  Miflinah  has  been  tranflated  into  German  by 
Rabe,  and  publiflied  at  Onolzbach  in  1760 — 1763,  in 
6  vols.  4*\  He  likewife  began  the  tranflation  of  the 
Qemara.  This  work  is  highly  edeemed,  and  faid  to  be 
much  more  accurate  than  the  Latin  tranflation  of  Su- 
renhuflus,  pubiifbed  at  Amilerdam  1698 — '17139  in  fix 
parts  or  volumes,  folio. 

PACK    183. 

5.  Yet  of  all  the  Oriental  languages,  the  Syriac  feems 
to  be  the  moft  neceflary  for  an  interpreter  of  the  New 
Teftament,  as  being  the  native  language  of  the  facred 
writers. 

PAGE  184. 

6.  Annotationes  philologicae  in  N.  T.  ex  Xenophontc 
coUcftaB  a  Georgio  Raphelio,  Hamburg!  1709,  8^^  ed. 
a***,  ib.  1720.  Annotationes  philologicae  ex  Polybio  et 
Arriano  a  G.  Raphelio,  Hamburgi  17 15,  8^.  Anno- 
tationes in  facram  fcriptur^m,  hiftoricac  in  Vetus,  phi- 
lologicae in  Novum  Teftamentum  ex  Herodoto  colle£lae 

aG. 
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aG.  Raphelio,  8*^  Liineburgi  1731*  A  complete  edi- 
tion  of  all  RaphePs  annotations  was  publiflied  at  Leyden 
in  1747,  in  two  vols,  8"^ 

7.  Jacobi  Elfneri  Obf.  facrac  in  Novi  Foederis  libros, 
Tom.  !•  TrajeS.  ad  Rhen.  1720,  Tom.  2*".  ib.  1728, 
8*. 

J.  Alberti  Obf.  phiL  in  facros  Novi  Foederis  libros^ 
Lugduni  Bat.  1725,  8^. 

8.  Publilhed  at  Breflau  in  1775,  in  2  vols.  8"^. 

PAG£   1 85. 

9.  Benedi&i  Carpzovii  exercitationes  in  Pauli  epiffo- 
lam  ad  Hebracos,  ex  Philone  Alexandrino^  Helmftad. 
1750,8- 

Benedifli  Carpzovii  ftriduras  in  epiftolam  Pauli  ad 
Romanos,  afperG  fubinde  funt  flores  ex  Philone  Alex- 
andrine, Helmftad.  1758,  ed.  2**.  8'*. 

Jo.  Tobiae  Krebfii  Obf.  in  Nov.  Tcft.  e  Fl.  Jofepbo, 
Lipfiae  1755,  8'^*. 

PAGE    l86. 

10.  To  the  writers  mentioned  by  our  author,  who 
have  attempted  to  illuftrate  the  N.  T.  by  means  of  the 
clafGc  authors,  may  be  added  the  following : 

Loefneri  Obferv.  ad  Nov.  Tcft.  e  Philone  Alcxan- 
drino,  8vo.  LipCae  1777. 

Kiihnii  Spicilegium  Loefneri  Obferv.  in  Nov.  Teft. 
e  Philone,  8'\  LipGse  1785. 

Luxdorfiana  e  Platone.  Particula  prima,  Hafniac 
1790.  But  this  publication  from  the  papers  of  the  late 
learned  Luxdorf  is  rather  philofophical  than  philolo- 
gical. 

Mr.  Wakefield  likewife,  in  the  fecond  volume  of  bif 
Sllva  critica,  publifhed  at  Cambridge  in  179O9  has  ex- 
plained with  great  learning  and  ingenuity  many  difficult 
paflages  in  the  Gofpels,  and  the  A6is,  from  the  claflic 
authors.  The  third  volume  has  been  lately  publiflied  in 
1792,  and  contains  philological  remarks  on  the  epifties 
ot  St.  Paul. 

PAGE 
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Many  other  authors  might  be  mentioned,  who  have 
illuftrated  the  language  of  the  New  Teftament:  but  it 
is  unneceffary,  as  Schleufner's  Lexicon  contains  every 
thing  which  is  valuable  in  them. 

PAGE  187. 

ri«  All  the  pains  which  I  have  taken  to  render  this 
fentence  intelligible  have  been  fruitlefs,  and  it  is  pro- 
babie  that  the  trannation  will  appear  as  extraordinary 
to  the  reader,  as  the  original  to  the  tranflaton  The 
purport  of  it  is  to  aflign  a  reafon  why  paffages  in  the 
N.  T.  may  be  often  explained  from  the  claflBc  authors ; 
but  if  it  conveys  any  reafon,  it  feems  rather  to  prove  the 
contrary. 

12.  Todo  juRice  to  Ernefti  it  is  neccffary  to  quote 
bis  own  words,  efpecially  as  they  are  more  intelligible 
than  our  author's  ftatement.  Chriftum,  ut  hoc  utar, 
elle  vi8imam  pro  peccatis  noftris  veriflimum  eft :  fed 
non  propterea  in  ifto  Paulli  o»  vpei^tlo  iXafn^uv  vidima 
Chrifius  dicitur.  Nifi  fationibus  grammaticis  id  vincas, 
hoc  eft,  nifi  doceas  non  modo  ixactipio^  confuetudinem 
loquendi,  non  quamcunque,  fed  Hebraizantium  de 
vi6lima  expiatoria  dixifte,  fed  etiam  verbum  xrpolidio'^ai 
dici  de  vidimis,  nihil  illud,  quamvis  verum,  efFecerit.    . 

13.  Kypke,  in  his  Obf.  faicrae,  Tom.  I.  p.  i6i.  has 
produced  the  following  paflage  from  the  Iphigenia  in 
Aulis,  v.  1592. 

Opoli  TfikJf  3uo'u»  til'  1}  Srio; 
U(H^nKt  ^Mfjuxh  tXccfop  cpsi^^o/biei/. 

14.  This  is  in  feft  Ernefti*s  only  demand  with  re- 
fpe6l  to  iAariipio»,  for4ie  fays  non  quamctinque  fed  He- 
braizantium. That  this  demand  is  fo  unreafonable  as 
our  author  defcribes,  is  by  no  means  evident,  fince  the 
Greek  verfion  is  the  place,  to  which  we  may  naturally 
have  recourfe  for  the  meaning  of  a  term,  that  is  applied 
to  an  objc6l  peculiar  to  ibe  Jewrfh  nation.  It  doe^  not 
appear  that  ^XatT^tnf^9¥  was  ever  ufed  by  an  antient  Greek, 
but  according  to  its  terminatr^n,  its  literal  and  propej: 

F  f  ^         meaning 
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meaiiing  muft  be  ^  a  place  of  propitiation,'  in  the  fame 
manner  as  i^ttrnwlnf^n  fignifies  a  place  where  juftice  is 
adminiilercdt  and  »tif»ij?ii(w»  a  place  of  repofe.  It  may 
be  moft  properly  applied  therefore  to  fignify  an  altar,  on 
which  facrifices  were  made,  as  this  is  literally  a  place  of 
propitiation^  and  in  this  fenfe  it  is  ufed  Ezek.  xliii.  15. 
where  it  is  fynonymous  to  dvcmrliifMy :  but  in  the  Pen- 
tateuch it  denotes  the  ltd  of  the  ark  of  the  covenant. 
The  former  application  is^accurate ;  but  as  the  lid  of  the 
ark  of  the  covenant  is  wholly  undonnefied  with  atone-i 
menty  neither  the  lid  nor  the  ark  being  ufed  in  facrifices^ 
though  it  was  itfelf  confecrated  by  the  fprinkling  of 
blood ;  the  latter  application  feems  to  be  the  efFed  of  a 
Jewifh  glofs,  and  to  have  no  foundation  in  theHebrew, 
The  firft  inftance  in  which  it  occurs  is  £xod.  xxv.  17. 
where  the  original  is  fimply  nmo  nnt  mDD  IV\tnf9  fa- 
des operculum  ex  auro  puro,  woiv^-f ic  twt^tfttm  xjt^*^  '*** 
S^etfn.  But  the  Seventy,  (unlefs  iXftnifitv  is  a  laier  in-^ 
leipolation,  which  is  not  improbable)  not  fatisfied  with 
this  literal  tranilation,  interpolated  a  word,  that  is  not 
warranted  by  the  original  *  and  wrote  vomo-ur  aar7iij»f  r 
ww^^ifna  xfvvi^  xftd'dtpx.  In  the  Vulgate  iX«rlDp«t»  is 
tranflated,  but  wi^ifAu^  and  of  courfe  ST^^  is  unno*- 
ticed,  in  confequence  of  which  error  the  pafTage  has 
acquired  a  royftical  meaning,  which  probably  never  oc- 
curred to  Mofes.  The  modern'  tranflations,  which  are 
much  more  frequently  copies  of  the  L^tin  than  of  the 
Hebrew,  have  likewife  iAArI«fso»,  but  no  f9riS'ff/t*«,  and 
hence  a  fimple  plate  of  gold  has  been  converted  into  a 
mercy-feat.  The  Seventy  having  once  inferted  iXarlir- 
ftoy  as  fynonymous  to,  or  rather  as  a  myftical  explana- 
tion of  nri^i/Mft  aixl  ITll)3>  have  in  the  following  ex- 
amples of  the    Pentateuch    tranflated    Ff^Sf    which 

figliifies 

•  *^!D  Agniliies  literally  '  to  covt r,*  JXUBO  *  *  coverinic/  or  '  lid." 
Kowy  though  *193  is  ibmetiiii^  ufed  in  a  ftgurativc  ienfe,  iignifying  <  tO' 
cove/  finsy*  that  is,  to  do  away  fins,  or  make  atonement ;  yet  this  'figu- 
ratlvt  fenfe  cannot  be  implied  to  Jl*l9p,  as  uf^  for  the  lid  of  the  ark,'  be>- 
ca\ife  it  was  a  covering  for  that,  which  neither  wanted,  nor  was  capable  •£ 
atoafcment*  «  .    . 
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fignifies  fiinply  a  lid^  by  lAKo-lnfiov  alone^  of  whkh 
the  unavoidable  confequence  was  that  lAao'lnpioy,  in 
Jewi(h  Greek,  acquired  a  fenfe  that  is  by  no  means 
analogous  to  its  derivation.  In  the  Greek  Teilament  it 
occurs  only  twice,  Rom.  iii.  25.  which  is  the  paflage  in 
queftion,  and  Heb.  ix.  5.  In  the  Jatter  inftance  it 
fignifies  fimply  operculum  arcbe,  as  appears  from  the 
words  vvi(A¥»  ii  otufn;  p^cptiCijbb.  To  the  former  inftance 
the  literal  tranflation  of  operculum  arcie  is  certainly  in- 
applicable^ but^  the  queftion  is,  whether  St.  Paul^  in 
the  figurative  application  of  i^Am^iov,  had  not  in  view 
the  notion  which  is  exprefled  by  it  in  the  Septuagint* 
The  Greek  verfion,  to  which  the  word  feems  almoft 
peculiar,  was  an  objefl  of  his  daily  ftudy,  and  from 
this  verfion,  not  only  the  Greek  fathers,  but  [ofephus 
himfelf,  muft  have  borrowed  the  expreflion ;  for  had 
he  written  pure  and  claffic  Greek,  in  the  paflage  which 
is  quoted  by  our  author,  be  would  have  ufed  not,  iXm^^ 
1«(i»»,  hvkt  i\atrii.o^.  Now  the  point  to  be  examined,  is 
not  whether  iAftr7tifio»  may  admit  the  fenfe  of  vi£limat 
but  whether  St.  Paul  did  not  allude  to  an  object,  to 
which  alone  the  word  is  applied  in  the  Pentateuch^ 
whence  he  had  borrowed  the  term,  and  to  which  he 
himfclf  applies  it  in  the  other  example.  Ernefti  has  an 
excellent  obfervation  on  this  fiibje£|,  which  deferves  to 
be  tranfcribed*  £x  quibus  efficitur^  ut  Veritas  fenfus 
nullo  modo  jnteiligatur  neceflario,  ac  definiatur  veritate 
rei:  praefertim  cum  rerum  veritati  confentanearum  in- 
finitus  fit  numerus,  et  fi  a  veritate  rei  concludere  liceret 
ad  veritatem  fenfus,  quaevis  verba  quemvis  fenfimi  ha- 
bere poflent :  quod  efiet  plus  quam  fcepticum.  Through 
•want  of  attention  to  this  very  juftrule,  the  Apoftlesand 
Evangelifts  have  on  other  occafions,  but  not  on  the  pre- 
fent,  been  made  to  argue  like  modern  philofopliers. 

.  PAG£  i88. 

15.  Our  author  has  here  altered  the  text  of  Symjna- 
chus  from  iXccrli}^ (^  to  iXotcfK  iXAo-ln^ i«v.  It  is  well  known 
that  the  whole  yerflon  of  Symmachus  is  nd  longer  extant, 

f  f  2  and 
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•nd  that  the  only  remnants  of  it  are  thofe  detached  read- 
ings, which  are  prefenred  in  Origen*s  Hcxapla.  Now  the 
tranflations  of  ni03  m031t  Gen.  vi.  14.  are  ftared  as 
follows^  Tom.  I.  p.  23.  ed.  Montfaucon. 


Heb.  Bituminabis  bitu- 
mine  A.  linies  linimento.  S. 
propitiatione.  LXX.  bitu- 
minabis. Vulg.  bitufnioe 
linies. 

The  infertion  therefore  of  iXa^iic  is  not  only  widioiit 
authoriiy,  but  even  contrary  to  the  rules  of  probability ; 
for  if  this  verb  had  been  ufed  by  Symmacbus,  Origen 
^vould  have  undoubtedly  quoted  it,  as  he  has  quoted 
the  verbs  ufed  by  Aquila  and  the  Seventy.  Unleis  there- 
fore we  have  recourfe  to  fiftion,  we  have  no  means  of 
determining  what  ^ienfe  Aquila  intended  to  afcribe  to 
this  paflfage :  whether  he  underftood  by  iXa^v^mt,  the 
covering  or  roof  of  Noah*s  ark,  in  the  fame  manner  as 
it  fignifies  the  covering  of  the  facred  ark,  or  whether  he 
intended  to  exprefs  a  remote  and  myftical  meaning. 
Our  author  conjeQures  the  latter,  for  he  has  explained 
iXm-  k  «x«r7iif  loir  (an  explanation  which  1  have  omitted 
in  the  tranflation)  ^  thou  (halt  make  an  offering  of  atone- 
ment by  building  the  ark,*  but  whatever  latitude  be 
given  to  typical  theology,  the  converlion  of  Noah's  ark 
into  an  emblem  of  propitiation,  muft  appear  extraordi- 
nary even  to  thofe,  who  have  made  the  deepeft  refearchcs 
in  that  branch  of  learning. 

16.  This  is  reallv  an  uncandid  flatement  of  Emefti's 
argument.  Our  author  has  not  mentioned  in  what  part 
of  £rnefti*s  works  this  example  is  given,  but  it  is  con- 
tained in  his  Opufcula  Phiiologico-critica,  p.  214.  Now 
it  muft  appear  inconceivable,  how  a  critic -like  Ernefti, 
whofe  cool  and  impartial  mode  of  reafoning  was  never 
doubted,  could  unite  two  fuch  heterogeneous  principles, 
■ss  a  Greek  derivation  and  i  Hebrairm.  Nor  is  the  af- 
fertion  founded  on  faft;  for  though  Ernefti  relates, 
p.  a  141  that  tint  Greek  fathers  explained  w^^axAvIoc  by 

means 
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means  ofvafaKftXiM,  yet^p.  215.  where  he  gives  his  own 
opinion}  be  has  recourfe  to  a  Hebraifm  alone. 

pacJe  189. 

17.  As  Hated  by  our  author,  but  not  as  ftated  by 
Ernefti.  That  the  Chaldee  word  tD^^p^fl  has  no  other 
meaning  than  that  of  advocatus,  is  ungrounded;  for  in 
the  very  pafTage  of  Buxtorf,  to  which  our  author  appeals 
in  proof  of  this  aflertion^  it  is  explained  likewife  inter- 
pres,  and  this  is  the  fenfe  which  Ernefti  afcribes  to 
iBTagoLKXfiTo^j  for  he  explains  it  divin?e  veritatis  ad  Apof- 
tolos  interpres. 

1 8.  We  have  the  choice  then  of  three  interpretations 
of  zretgoiKXiiTef.  1.  That  of  advocate,  its  cialTical  knCc, 
and  adopted  by  the  Greek  fathers.  2.  That  of  inter- 
pres, given  by  Ernefti,  and  grounded  on  the  authority 
of  the  Chaldee  word  t2^bp1Sij  which  admits  that  fenfe, 
and  was  probably  ufed  by  Chrift  himfelf.  3.  That  of 
monitor,  adopted  by  our  author,  on  the  authority  of  a 
paflage  in  Philo. 
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19.  The  meaning  of  iin)/);^f»oy,  in  the  paflage  of  Julius 
PoUuK,  on  which  our  author  grounds  his  new  interpre* 
cation  of  vo^wift,  can  be  determined  only  by  the  expla- 
nation, which  the  learned  Greek  writer  himfeif  has  given. 
He  explains  it  as  fynonymous  to  fixnjMa,  which  not  only 
admits  not  the  f^hfe  of  a  cook's  ihop,  but  was  ufed  in 
particular  to  denote  a  houfe  of  debauchery.  The  fol- 
lowing paflfage  in  Stephani  Thefaurus,  Tom.  II.  p.  1221^ 
puts  the  matter  out  of  doubt.  Peculiariter  autem  A^r 
ticis  oixn/MA  dicebatur  domus  in  qua  meretrices  fe  expo- 
nebant,  lup^nar,  to  vofvuov^  ie(te  Hefychio  et  PoUuce 
forfan  Ji'  tvptifAir(«,oy.     Atben,   Lib.  XIII.   ex   Philem. 

yv$a$%  zy^i»fAt¥og.  He  produces  likewife  a  paflage  from 
Suidas  to  the  fame  pur pofp.  Our  author's  explanation 
therefore  of  w^f^mp  is  contrary  to  the  teftimony  of  the 
iJreeks  ihemf#lves.  .  fiefides,  if  Julius  Pollux  bad  un- 

F  f  3  dcrftood 
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derftood  v^vuov  in  the  fenfe  of  a  cooJc's  ihop,  he  coold 
have  been  induced  by  no  tXK)tive  to  add  a  xm  ^iKnf^mra 
av  T»^  fiiroi,  but  as  foon  as  we  underftand  it  in  its  ufuai 
feiife,  the  motive  is  obvious,  for  the  learned  and  elegant 
preceptor  of  Commodus  recommended  the  ufe  of  a 
term  which)  though  iimilar  in  fenfe,  is  lefs  indelicate 
according  to  its  derivation.  The  appeal  to  the  Etymo- 
logicum  magnum,  though  it  favours  of  learning,  h  tOr 
tally  ufelefs,  for  by  the  very  fame  argiitnent  that  a  de- 
rivative is  made  to  fignify  meat  fold  in  a  market,  be«- 
caufe  the  primitive  fignifies  to  fell,  it  might  be  applied 
to  every  article  of  merchandife  whatfoever.  That  vrofyfio^ 
is  the  feminine  of  an  adje6live,  is  an  aifertioh  fappoited 
by  no  authority,  and  the  fenfe  afcribed  to  it  by  a  mo* 
dern  Greek,  can  have  no  influence  on  the  Greek  idiom 
of  the  firft  century,  efpecially  as  the  paiTage  quoted  by 
Du  Frefne  is  written  in  the  language  not  medise^  but 
infimae  Gra^citatis.  The  premifes  therefore  being  un- 
grounded^ the  inference  mud  be  equally  invalid :  but 
even  had  the  premifes  been  true,  no  inference  could  be 
drawn  from  vofuioF  to  iro^ytut^  for  they  are  totally  diftin£l 
words.  The  former  occurs  very  frequently  in  the  claific 
nuthor^  the  latter  in  not  a  fingle  inflance*  The  firft 
traces  of  it  are  found  in  the  Septuagint,  where  it  b  ufed 
in  forty*fix  examples,  and  is  invariably  the  tranflatioii  of 
fome  derivative  of  Hi?.  The  Apoftles  and  EvangeUft^ 
^who  borrowed  it  from  the  Greek  verfion,  afcribed  to  it 
of  courfe  the  fame  meaning  with  the  Sevenityi  and  as 
they  have  ufed  it  ia  twenty-fix  examples,  there  feeros 
no  reafon  for  making  an  exception  to  this  inftance  io 
particular. 

The  difficulty  of  the  palTage^  which  our  author  has 
attempted  to  explain  by  the  difcovery  of  a  new  meaning 
for  vofviiot^  confifts  in  the  feeming  impropriety  of  for- 
bidding in  the  fame  fentence  fornication,  aod  the  eating 
pf  things  ftrangled>  with  meats  offered  to  idols.  But  is 
no  inftance  to  be  found  of  moral  and  pofitive  precepts 
enumerated  iatbe  fame  catalogue?  The- cekbxatioa  of 
fhe  fabbatb  19  aflujredly  a  pofitive  command^  for  thcyigh 

the 
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the  will  of  the  Deity,  whether  made  known  by  revcla* 
tion>  or  the  light  of  nature,  is  equally  binding,  yet  no 
one  would  refer  an  abftinence  from  labour  every  feventh 
day  toihe  clafs  of  moral  obligations.  If  we  appeal  then 
lo  the  facred  decalogue,  we  find  the  moral  command  to 
abftain  from  adultery^  united  with  the  pofitive  command 
lo  celebrate  the  fab  bath.  By  the  law  of  Mofes  it  was  as 
ftriaiy  forbidden  to  partake  of  the  ffefh  of  ftrangled 
animals,  as  it  was  ftriflly  commanded  to  reft  on  the 
feventh  day:  and  fir^ce  it  appears  from  the  A6ts  of  thd 
Apoftles  and  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  that  the  precepts 
of  the  Pentateuch  were  abrogated  only  by  degrees,  ii 
feems  by  no  means  Extraordinary  that  the  decree  of  the 
council  in  Jerufalem  fliould  contain  a  mixture  of  moral 
and  pofitive  commands. 
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20.  Our  author  has  here  a  vaft  difplay  of  learning  to 
prove  what  no  one  ever  doubted,  vi2.  that  uiroxpivo^Ai, 
among  other  fenfes,  has  that  of  refpondeo,  and  he  would 
have  afforded  equal  fatisfaftion,  both  to  himfelf  and  his 
readers,  by  a  fimple  appeal  to'Stephani  Thefaurus,  Tom. 
II.  p.  438.  But  he  has  produced  not  a  fingle  inftance 
of  U7f oxpio-K  in  the  fenfe  of  refponfum,  which  alone  is  the 
objeQ:  of  our  prefent  inquiry:  he  fays  indeed  that  this 
is  its  claflical  meaning,  but  this  afiertion  he  fupports  by 
no  authority.  That  the  verb,  from  which  it  is  derived, 
admits  the  fenfe  of  refpondeo,  is  a  very  infufficient  ar- 
gument, for  when  a  primitive  has  feveral  fenfes,  ufage 
only  can  determine  which  of  them  in  particular  is  com- 
municated to  the  derivative.  BeQdes,  it  is  probable 
that  «f  uiroKpiirik,  James  v.  12.  for  which  our  author  * 
has  attempted  to  difcover  a  new  fenfe,  is  a  fpdnous 
reading.  In  the  Cod.  Alex,  the  text  is  INAMHTno 
KPISINriESHTE,  ne  in  judicium  incidatis,  and  this 
fenfe  is  exprelfed  in  the  Syriac,  Arabic  of  firpenius^ 
Coptic,  >£thiopic,  and  Vulgate:  but  later  tranfcribers 
miftaking  vwo  x^ inv  for  viroK^iw^y  (the  words  being  writ- 
ten in  ancient  MSS.  without  intervals)  inferted  us  to 
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fill  up  the  fenfe.  ^This  erratum  has  been  copied  in  the 
early  printed  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  but  later 
editors  have  reftored  (he  original  reading. 

21.  The  word  ufed  by  our  author  for  the  tranflation 
of  w«xpiT«c  is  *  wetterdeuter/  which  corrcfponds  to  tho 
Englifli  phrafe  ^  weather-wife.'  Now  as  wm^itvc  wii^ 
fignifies  an  interpreter  of  dreamst  i^  is  poffible  that 
vv9Kfll9i  KftifM  might  fignify  an  interpreter  of  the  wea« 
ther ;  but  as  the  genitive^  which  determines  the  meaning 
of  vwwfL^rmf^  is  wantir^  Matth,  xv,  3.  Luke  xiL  56*  its 
application  feems  to  reft  on  a  very  precarious  founda* 
tion.  And  fince  the  charaQer  of  hypocrify  is  fo  fre« 
quently  and  fo  juftly  afcribed  to  the  Pharifees  in  the 
New  Teftamenty  and  they  are  very  frequently  addrefled 
under  the  title  of  uvox^iYai,  where  no  reference  can  be 
had  to  the  weather,  there  is  no  reafon  for  making  an 
exception  to  this  example,  even  though  a  part  of  the 
difcourfe  related  to  the  times  and  feafons. 

22*  It  feems  extraordinary  that  any  difficulty  fhouid 
ever  have  been  found  in  this  paflage,  for  as  the  literal 
meaning  of  1p  is  chorda,  from  JDp  tetendit,  the  tran- 
fition  from  the  firing  to  the  found,  which  it  produces, 
is  as  natural  in  the  Hebrew,  as  that  to»oc  in  the  Greeky 
ivhich  fignifies  literally  tenfio,  (hould  fignify  figuratively 
a  found. 

23.  This  afiertion  is  either  too  general,  or  not.  acoi* 
rately  expreffed.  It  is  true  that  an  Hebrew  quiefcent  in 
He  cannot  conefpond  to  an  Arabic  quiefcent  in  He, 
becaufe  that  letter  never  quiefces  in  Arabic;  but  who 
will  undertake  to  determine  that  a  Hebrew  quiefcent 
cannot  poflibly  correfpond  to  an  Arabic  non-quiefcent  ? 
In  Caflelli  Lexicon  Heptaglotton  are  many  examples  of 

this  lUnd,  for  inflance  nbjl,  and  aJl^  ;  and  as  there  is 
no  ^  <gX»  at  Icijft  not  in  that  fenfe,  it .  neceflarily  foU 
Ipws^if  we  rejed  this  principle,  that  the  fcanty  Hebrew 
^as  >9rords,  to  which  none  correfpond  in  ttine  copious 
Arabic. 
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24..  This  mode  of  grammatical  reafonirig  feerps  to 
be  an  inverfion  of  natural  order.  The  tranfition  from 
the  (Iring  to  the  found,  which  it  produces,  is  a  progref- 
(ive  motion,  and  therefore  natural ;  but  that  from  the 
found  to  the  (Iring,  which  produces  it,  is  retrograde,  and 
therefore  unnatural. 

25.  Admitting  that  the  Nabla,  or,  as  written  in  He- 
brew, Nebel,  had  twelve  chords  or  firings,  is  it  a  ne<^f« 
fary  coofequence,  becaufe  Jofephus  afcribes  to  it  Mi^a 
f^oyyoi,  that  fd^oyyoc  and  yo^in  are  fynonimbus?  Jofe^ 
pbus  has  here  ftudied  variety,  and  to  avoid  the  repetition 
of  the  fame  word,  defcribes  the  caufe  in  the  former  in- 
fiance,  the  e{Fe6t  in  the  latter }  but  caufe,  and  effe6l^ 
though  nearly  allied,  are  not  the  fame.  We  may  fay 
with  equal  propriety  of  the  French  harp,  that  it  has 
thirty-four  chords,  or  thirty-four  demi-tones,  but  no 
man  would  therefore  conclude  that  the  words  chord  and 
demi-tone  have  the  fame  import. 
y  26.  But  (ince  he  has  certainly  borrowed  it  from 
Jofephus,  this  paflage  from  Theodoret  affords  no  addi- 
tional  evidence. 

27.  In  the  paffage  of  Lucian,  to  which  our  author 
refers,  we  find  the  expreffion  t^voi  fd^^yy^v,  by  which  he 
underflands  the  tones  of  muGcal  firings;  but  Gefner,  in 
his  Note  to  f^oyyoc,  makes  the  following  quotation  from 

Arrian,  xoivn  tk  axoh  ^fyotr'  m  n  fioifov  ipwy«y  ^laxpirixn,  «  ^f 

T«»  ^d^oyyM»  fixfTi  xoivn,  akXa  Tff;^»ftXD.  In  mufic  therefore 
ftfM  was  applied  to  the  tones  of  a  rude  and  uncultivated 
voice,  fSrQyyof  to  thofe  modulated  by  art,  and  this  difttnc* 
tion  makes  the  whole  paffage  in  Lucian  perfe6lly  clear, 
without  having  recourfe  to  an  explanation  of  f^oyyof^ 
which  feems  to  be  ungrounded. 

28.  Left  the  reader  fhould  have  forgotten  in  the  midfl 
of  thefe  literary  inquiries,  to  what  text  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  they  have  reference,  it  may  not  be  improper  to 
remind  him  that  it  is  Rom.  x.  i8.  f«f  va^xv  tuv  ynv  f^i^Adiir 
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89.  Our  author  here  appeals   to  the  authority  of 
Suidasj  Julius  Pollux,  Thucydides,  and  Herodotus,  to 
(hew  that  tmrnfm  admits  the  fenfe  of  punio,  which  is  not 
only  given  in  every  Lexicon,  but  is  perfefily  analagoas 
to  its  derivation.     He  would  hare  faved  therefore  both 
himfelf  and  his  readers  a  great  deal  of  trouble^  had  he 
confined  his  inquiries  to  /mafMpia  alone,  which  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  ever  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of  pcenai.     It 
is  true  that  he  refers  his  readers  to  Suidas  for  that  pur- 
'  pofe,  hut  he  has  not  attended  to  the  diftin6tion  which  the 
Greek   Lexicographer  makes  between  ftnaitef^  in  the 
lingular,  and  iixAu^fAara  in  the  plural.     Suidas  illuftrates 
the  former  by  the  following  example,  niip  ttxai^efum  rm 
•wXup  irxvp«T<por,  nullum  jus  eft  armis  potentiiis,  but 
gives  no  inftance  of  the  fenfe  of  poena.     The  latter, 
which  is  contained  in  a  feparate  article,  he  explains  by 
Mpftt^,  frroXai,  xpi/MBToi,  and  adds  at  the  end  of  the  para* 
graph  /ixaM»f*«ra  it  xai  en  aarax^ irtif.     But  eVen  coald 
an  inftance  be  found  where  fi*ent§fAa  in  the  Gngular  fig- 
nifies  poena,  what  fliould  we  gain  by  the  difcovery,  and 
to  what  purpofe  are  we  informed  of  the  fubtleties  of 
dogmatifts^  in  regard  to  aQive  and  paflive  obedience,  or 
the  difputes  between  Grotius  and  Hammond,  whether 
ttKmtidfAXTat  included  the  whole,  or  only  a  part  of  the 
Levitical  precepts  ?  Let  us  appeal  to  the  paflages  them- 
ielves,  where  we  fiiail  find  that  the  application  of  the 
fenie  of  poena,  or  condemnatio,  is  produftive  of  more 
abfordities  than  our  author  imagines.     In  the  firft  ex^ 
ample,  Rom.  v.  18.  hxatufAot  is  ufed  in  oppofition  to 
wafawryfAOi^  if  therefore  it  fignifies  poena,  a  word  ex- 
prefiBve  of  punifhment  is  put  in  oppofition  to  a  word 
expreffive  of  a  crime,  though  the  two  ideas  are  con- 
netted  by  the  near  relation  of  caufe  and  effefi.     In  the 
verfealmoft  immediately  preceding,  viz.  ver.  16.  which 
relates  to  the  fame  fubje6t,  we  find  rt  h  x^pi^-f^a  n 
vtAXfAf  wof a«Ttf|M«Tcnr  fi;  hxamfMtj  whence,  if  the  word 
in  queftion  be  tranflated  poena^  it  neceflarily  follows 
that  the  favour  of  God  leads  to  condemnation..    The 

other 
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Other   example  is  Rom.  viii.  4.  !»«  ro  jfxaiM/tA»  t«  vo/t*« 

«rwv|bia,  from  which  it  follows,  on  the  fame  principle, 
that  punifhment  will  be  the  lot  of  thofe  who  walk,  not 
Hotrot  (ToifXA,  but  x»r»  irviVfAte,  With  refpe6l  to  our  au- 
thor's appeal  to  the  intended  reform  of  Ariftotle,  it  is 
di£Bcult  to  comprehend  with  what  deGgn  he  has  made 
it,  for  if  this  reform  was  rejeftcd  by  the  Greeks,  as  be 
himfelf  related,  it  is  a  circumftance  unfavourable  to  his 
own  hypotbefis. 
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30.  The  following  catalogue  of  queries,  which  form 
an  Appendix  to  this  fc6tion,  is  intended  by  our  author 
as  a  kind  of  exercife  in  facred  criticifm;  but  as  fome  of 
tbem  are  either  not  ftated  with  fufficient  accuracy^  or 
imply  a  difficulty  in  fome  particular  word  of  a  text  in 
fcripture,  whjcre  the  difficulty  appears  to  confift  in  ano« 
ther  word  of  the  fame  paflage,  the  reader  will  excufe  any 
digseffion  of  the  tranflator,  even  though  it  may  feem 
foreign  to  the  query  itfelf. 

31.  The  fenfe  of  inteftinum  refkum  is  afcribed  to 
M^tigm  in  no  Lexicon  anticnt  or  modern.  It  is  ufually 
explained  cloaca,  but  Suidas  fays  that  it  fignifies  alfo  to 
f^ifo(  m  o-^fAotTOf  T«  wi(i  my  ij^oiwj  which  Stepbanus  very 
properly  interprets  fedes,  and  the  fenfe  of  inteftinum 
re£lum,  which  has  no  other  foundation  than  this  paflage 
of  Suidas,  is  a  falfe  interpretation  of  the  words  ufed  by 
tha  Greek  lexicographer.     A^'  tifa^y  iuro  rm  iifm.   Eifai 

0  a^tiftdpy  xAi  9'tf^M^l^u  to  (Aff •(  TO  -0*1^1  rnu  f^o^o»,  ort  0  ctfttfvy 

x«i  XtfTftty  |3«(6ft(a.    Tom.  I.  p.  392*  ed  Kiifter.     Here 
iv$fi«  evidently  denotes  iuO»»  mrwnf^  eafus  redus,  and 

could 
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could  not  poflibly  agree  vith  t  «f<'f«»9  even  if  ihiis  word 
fignified  inteftinum^  whiqh  is  however  contrary  to  the 
explanation  of  Sutdas  himrelf.  In  another  paflage,  viz. 
Tom.  I.  p,  289*  he  ufes  it  as  Ggnifying  cloaca.  Awwmrm 

32.  This  charge  is  really  ungrounded.  The  words 
quoted  by  Wetftein  are  avovatm  h§h  xtvfM*  Xiymrr  •  ^ 
«f  f  J^M»  Ksi  Xar^y  /3fli(C«(«s  The  words  which  Wetftein 
has  not  quotedy  and  which  our  author  probably  means, 
are  thofe  mentioned  at  the  beginning  of  the  preceding 
Note.  Suidas  then  afcribes  lo  afitgmv  two  fenfes,  the 
latter  of  which  our  author  prefers^  and  gives  it  an  im- 
proper explanation  ;  but  as  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  adopted  by  Wetftein,  the  omiflion  of  the  laft  quo- 
tation is  no  argument  that  the  learned  critic  has  (hewn 
the  contrary  of  what  he  intended  to  demonftrate.  Be* 
fides,  the  accufation  is  founded  on  a  glaring  miftake; 
for  Wetftein  has  quoted  from  p.  289.  and  has  given  the 
quotation  complete,  whereas  our  author  fuppofes  that 
he  has  quoted  from  p.  399.  becaufe  the  two  paflages 
end  with  the  fame  claufe. 

.  2^.  It  muft  not  be  fought  in  the  writings  of  Hippo- 
crates and  other  pure  Greek  writers,  for  aftJ^Mv  is  called 
by  Suidas  fHfM  fixfC»foif, 
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34.  This  objedion,  though  our  author  defcribes  it  as 
very  ancient,  is  grounded  on  a  falfe  explanation  of  the 
word  in  quellion.  It  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  paf- 
fage  in  St.  Matthew,  and  can  afieft  that  of  St.  Mark 
only  on  the  two  following  fuppofiiions :  1.  That  mfit^m 
fignifies  in  that  paflage  inteAinum  re£lum,  which  is  ab^ 
folutely  impoflible,  becaule  nc  Tor  afttpwa  sxaropfusToit  is 
oppofed  to  f ic  Tw  ituXi»if  iso-ropcvfrai.  2.  That  the  neuter 
particle  xaOapi^oy  refers  co  the  mafc  noun  to»  afiipmotj 
.which,  if  x«t«pi(ov  be  the  true  reading,  (and  our  author 
has  propofed  no  alteration)  is  wholly  inadmiflible. 

35*  Tliis  is  explained  both  in  Caft^Ui  Lexicon  Hep« 
taglotton,  and  Scbaaf's  Lex.  Syriacum  by  latrina,  and 

is 
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is  never  applied  to  any  one  of  the  inteftines.  The  read- 
ing therefore  of  the  Syriac  verfion  confirms  the  generally 
received  meaning  of  a^c^p«if,  and  our  author's  query  ap* 
pears  to  be  as  u (clefs,  as  the  objeflion,  which  he  relates, 
is  ungrounded.     In  the  Cod.  Cant,  inftead  of  afiff»¥  is 

But  there  is  a  material  difficulty  in  one  of  the  texts  in 
queftion,  though  foreign  to  the  prefent  inquiry,  which  re* 
lates  merely  to  the  confirmation  of  paffages  from  theclaf- 
fic  authors.  The  words  of  our  prefent  Greek  text,  Mark 

vii.  19.  are  nc  to»  a^ii^rnvx  txvo^tvtlsti   xaiotfi^oy  wauloL  ret 

|3fMfA»T«.  Now  whoever  impartially  confiders  the  forced 
and  unnatural  explication,  which  is  ufualjy  given  of  this 
paflage  in  referring  xA9»f  i^ov  to  -auv  (in  the  preceding  fen- 
tence)  with  which  it  is  wholly  unconne6led,  and  at  the 
fame  time  examines  the  ftrufiure  of  the  whole  period, 
will  be  convinced  that  the  words,  as  they  ftand  at  prefent, 
proceeded  not  from  the  pen  of  the  facred  writer.  Tran- 
(cribers  themTelves  have  felt  thediificulty  which  attends 
the  ufual  reading,  for  they  have  altered  xftOa^ i^o»,  as  ap- 
pears from  different  MSS.  to  xsOa^i^uv,  xaOapi^u  and  xa- 
tftpi^fiv.  But  the  moft  probable  conje6lure  is  that  of 
Markland,  whov  fuppofed  it  to  have  been  written  ori^ 
ginally  xftOft^i^okla,  which,  though  the  learned  and  inge- 
nious critic  has  himfelf  fupported  by  no  authority,  de- 
rives great  force  from  the  evidence  of  the  Syriac  verfion, 
where  we  find  jAXo^l:©  oii^  \^^}  I^a^iAo  j^jAjiiao  ejicitur 
in  feceflfum,  qui  purgat  omnem  efcam.  It  is  true  that 
no  MS.  now  extant,  or  to  fpeak  more  properly  hitherto 
called,  has  xatta^i^ovT*,  yet  the  la(t  fyliabie  once  omit- 
ted by  miftake  in  an  ancient  MS.  might  produce  an 
error  in  many  hundred  fubfequent  copies.  In  the  pre^ 
lent  inftance  the  omilfion  is  eafy  to  be  explained,  as  not 
pnly  xaOftpii^0»r«,  but  likewife  the  three  following  words 
end  with  the  fame  fyliabie  ra;  and  if  the  writer  of  the 
Codeic  Cantabrigicnfis  could  add  r«  to  xalaCxmoir,  Matth. 
iii.  16.  and  thereby  produce  a  falfe  concord,  it  is  equally 
pofltble  that  a  tranfcriber  of  St.  Mark's  Gofpel  might  be 
^uiltyof  the  fame  fault  through  an  omiffion. 

36.  This 
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36.  This  difference  makes  the  two  examples  wholfy 
diffimilar,  for  in  the  Hexapla  it  is  ufed  as  an  adive 
verb,  according  to  its  common  applicatiiMi,  whereas 
St«  Mark  has  uied  it  as  a  neuter,  which  is  hitherto  witb- 
out  example.  This  remark  is  made  on  the  fuppofition 
that  the  Greek  text  of  this  paflage  is  genuine,  and  that 
the  omiffion  of  an  accufative  is  to  be  afcribed  not  to  a 
tranfcriber,  but  to  the  writer  himfelf,  which  at  leaft  ad^- 
mits  a  doubt,  fince  v«f«/iJWf4i  is  uied  in  121  examples  of 
the  N.  T.  and,  except  in  this  inftance,  invariably  as  an 
adive. 

37.  In  fad  they  are  wholly  unfatisfadory  in  the  pre* 
fent  inquiry,  which  relates  to  nfwm  uied  as  a  fubftan* 
tive,  and  every  one  is  acquainted  with  its  ufe  as  an  ad- 
jedive,  without  having  recourfe  either  to  Strabo  or  Jofe- 
phus.  In  the  quotation  from  the  former,  p.  377*  refen 
to  the  edition  of  Almeloveen. 
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38.  Kypke  in  his  Obfervationes  facrac,  Tom.  I.  p.  302. 
has  produced  not  lefs  than  three  examples  of  vsr^ n^^fucic, 
viz*  from  Plutarch,  Antoninus  and  Longinus.  .  It  is  ex- 
traordinary that  thefe  fhoold  have  been  unknown  to  our 
author,  as  they  are  contained  in  a  work,  which  he  ftrongly 
recommends.  To  the  examples  difcovered  by  Kypke 
may  be  added  a  fourth.  See  Arriani  £pidetus>  Lib.  III. 
Cap.  i6.  Tom.  I.  p.  425.  ed.  Upton. 

39.  This  is  explained  by  Soidas  Mnpi^uf. 

40.  Kypke  in  his  Obferv.  facrae,  Tom.  II.. p.  89.  has 
produced  the  following  inftance  from  the  lo  of  Euripi- 
des, V.  693.  m\Xm  Tfafui  af*  fti/tAa1»»,  Now  it  is  true 
that  St.  John  has  oppofed  ex  Ois  to  <^  aiff^m^  whereas 
there  is  no  oppofition  of  that  kind  in  Euripides :  but  mp' 
mtiAAtp  in  the  latter,  as  well  as  t^  mifullw  in  the  former, 
refers  to  human  origin. 

41.  Thefe  two  examples  are  in  Gale*i  Opuitula  my- 
4hologica,  p.  636.  638. 

42.  Our  author  ihould  have  determined  in  what  the 
difficulty  of  this  paflage  confifts.    The  common  and  ob^ 

vious 
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vious  explanation  is  ^  one  favour  inftead  of  another/ 
which  St.  John  himfelf  explains  in  the  following  verfe^ 
by  oppofing  §  ve/Ap;  Mwrio^f  to  n  X^^^9  ^^^  ^  aAnSsia  X^frv. 
The  phrafe  therefore  is  (imilar  to  vfoai(n(r6oti  Stxvotloy  avli 
Pitf,  or  0«oy  avli  S^fitpotlvj  which  is  a  very  common  mode  of 
exprefljon.  As  it  does  not  appear  neceffary,  in  ordet 
to  juftify  the  neceffity  of  a  phrafe,  to  difcover  an  example 
where  precifely  the  fame  ^ord  is  ufed  before  and  after 
aylij  the  following  may  be  mentioned  as  at  leaft  fimilar^ 
X^(^^  ^^^  '''^f  iuffys0*»a(,  quoted  by  Stephanus,  Tom.  I V.  ^ 
p.  349.  from  the  Cyropaedia*  If  our  author  means  that 
the  difficulty  confifts  in  x*P*^>  which  in  the  N.  T.  is 
ufually  tranflated  ^  grace/  but  here  (ignifies  '  benefit'  or 
•fervice,'  Stephahus,  in  his  Thefaur.  Tom.  IV.  P..35I1 
352,  has  produced  many  examples  in  which  x^V^  v^tup 
and  x,^(i¥  iMum  fignify  beneficium  conferre. 

43.  The  fragments  of  the  Pythagorean  writers  are  pub* 
liihed  in  Gale's  Opufcula  mythologica,  printed  at  Cam- 
bridge in  1671,  and  reprinted  at  Amfterdam  in  i688. 
The  latter  h  the  edition  quoted  in  thefe  notes. 

44.  There  cannot  be  a  ftronger  proof  that  theexpref* 
fion  is  not  pure  Syriac,  than  that  the  Jews  themfelves 
mifunderftood  our  Saviour  when  he  faid  Xvcan  row  uctou 
7ICTQV,  and  had  hot  the  lead  conception  that  he  referred 
to  his  body.  The  paifage  to  which  our  author  alludes 
in  his  Seleflae  Script.  Syris,  is  taken  from  the  writings 
of  Simeon  Bifhop  of  Beth  Arfama,  and  it  may  be  feen 
in  Affemani  Bibliotheca  Orientalis,  Tom.  !•  p.  348.  but 
as  the  Syrian  Bifliop  had  borrowed  it  from  the  N.  T.  it 
is  of  little  value  on  the  prefent  occafion.  The  paffage  in 
Philo  is  HK  •(xiA  4^u;^tjc  TO  ^u(Aa :  and  that  in  Scipio's  dream 
is  men»>pujufque  is  eft  quifque,  non  ea  Bgura  quaedigito 
demonftrari  poteft,  &c.  To  the  examples  mentioned  by 
Qur  author  may  be  added  the  following  from  Timseus 
(Gale's  Opufcula  mythologica,  p.  557.)^^  t*  aXA«  fAi(t» 

0-x«»f^  av»il&»^  where  the  body  is  called  the  ckhv^  or 
tabernacle  of  ihe  foul.  In  the  following  paffage  from  Lu- 
cretius, 
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cretiusy  Lib.  V.  v.  104^  the  word  templum  itfelf  is 
ufed 

humanum  in  pedus,  Cemplaque  mentis. 

45*  In  Stephani  Thefaurus,  Tom.  I.  p.  1130.  is  the 
following  example  from  Plato,  tifu  r«c  voXiik  mWf,  which 
Stephanus  explains  je  fuis  de  cette  ville.  It  may  be  ufed 
then  with  equal  propriety,  whether  the  perfon  is  a&ually 
prefent  in  the  ci^  of  which  he  is  an  inhabitant,  or  not. 

46.  This  query  is  not  clearly  and  fully  exprefled,  for 
the  fulfilling  of  the  proverbial  faying  is  denoted  by  the 
whole  phrafe  f»  rulu  iriv  9  «XiiOi»oc,  in  eo  verum  reperitur. 

47*  The  fingle  word  ttalfayn  will  probably  defeat  this 
reqiieft,  for  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ever  ufed  by 
the  claflic  authors.  Stephanus  fays,  that  in  this  fenfe 
they  have  conftantly  ufed  Aola^K,  nor  is  iiolayn  ufed  more 
than  once  in  the  Septuagint,  and  only  twice  in  the  New 
Teftament. 

48.  This  is  a  very  indeterminate  query,  as  St.  Paul 
has  ufed  xcP,U(ytu  in  a  great  variety  of  fenfes* 

« 
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49*  Stephanus,  after  producing  an  example  from  Plu- 
tarch, where  irpto-Ay^iyii  is  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of  acceflus 
or  aditus,  adds  Iteip  wf^offayuyn  acceflus  et  aditusad  prin- 
cipes,  qui  datur  per  illorum  emifTarios,  bine  irAorftywytac 
di&os,  i]ua(i  admiflionales,  ut  loquitur  Lampndius,.  See 
alfo  Hefychii  Lexicon,  Tom.  11.  p.  1040.  ed.  Albert, 
where  w(ovctymyn  is  explained  irppo-iXcunc* 

50,  It  is  really  to  be  lamented,  that  our  author  is  fo 
extremely  inaccurate  in  his  quotations,  as  it  is  impofli- 
ble  to  form  an  adequate  judgment,  without  having  re- 
courfe  to  the  quoted  originals.  A  former  erroneous  quo- 
tation from  Diodorus  Siculus  I  have  been  able  to  rectify, 
but  this  quotation,  though  equally  falfe,  I  am  obliged  to 
leave  in  the  tranflation  as  it  {lands  in  the  original. 

51.  Namely,  where  x*f*(  i^  the  antecedent :  our  au- 
thor requires  therefore  an  inftance  from  a  claflic  author 
of  ci»  y*f  1I1  frf}xf»(XK      But   this   query  is  indeterminate. 

^  If 
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If  our  author,  like  Beza,  confiders  ^^osptc  in  this  paiTagQ 
as  the  means  of  fupport,  the  phrafe  is  fimilar  to  that  in 
Livy,  Lib.y.c.44.refpublica  ftetit  vi6torill  tui.  Ifheun* 
derftands  fimply  in  gratis,  he  requires  an  inftance  where 
f»  ;^0Efiri  i^nKtym  is  ufed  for  »  x^ft^i  uy»i^  in  gratis  effe* 

52.  This  character  is  given  it  by  Stephanius^  who  had 
never  met  with  Jox«ha»i  as  a  fubftantive  in  any  claffic  au- 
thor. It  is  not  u(ed  in  a  fingle  inftance  in  the  whole 
Sepiuaginr,  and  by  no  other  Apoftie  or  Evangelift  than 
St.  Paul.  JBqC  an  example  may  be  produced  from  Sym- 
machu§j  who  has  tranflated  1DD**in3»  Pfalm  Ixviii.  314; 
uf  Joxi^nv  a^yitpiH.  Symmachus  therefore  underftood  it 
in  thefenfe  of  probatio.  S^e  Originis  Hexapla,  Tom,  h 
p.  570.  ^d  Montfaucon.  To  prevent  miftakes,  it  is  ne- 
ceflary  to  obferve  that  the  Pfalm  which  is  the  68^^  in 
the  Hebrew,  is  the  67^'.  in  the  Hcxapla. 

53.  It  is  not  to  be  expefted  from  the  nature  of  the 
fubjcd,  that  a  whole  fentence  (hould  be  found  in  a  pro- 
fafie  writer  parallel  to  the  fentence  here  propofed*  Our 
author  fhould  therefore  have  determined  what  particular 
phrafe  he  wifhes  to  have  ratified  by  claflical  authority^ 
and  whether  the  difficulty  confifts  in  the  grammatical 
conftruftioh,  or  in  the  notion  cxpreffed* 

54.  There  is  a  two'-fc^d  difficulty  attending  Ron).  v]« 
17.  when  we  attempt  to  vindicate  its  claffical  purity^ 
1.  To  produce  examples  where  virax»«  governs  an  acc« 
with  the^aep.  f»c.  2.  Where  vap»iJ»fAi  is  conftrued  iu 
ihe  fame  naanner.  With  refpeft  to  the  firft,  Kypke  in 
l^s  Obf.  facric,Tom.  IL  p.  167,  has  produced  two  ex- 
fililples  from  Appian,  and  as  many  from  Jofephus,  where 
tt««xii«0  is  followed  by  uc,  but  the  learned  critic  feems  to 
bave  confounded,  the  government  of  a  cafe  with  its  pofi- 
tion  in  the  fentence.  The  6rft  example  from  Appiani 
ixfXfv^fy  lie  v«vr«  uroixinfiv,  is  a  proof  of  this  aflertion  1 
for  fK  VAVT«  fignifies  in  omnibus  rebusy  and  exprefles 
not  the  perfon^  or  objeds,  to  which  obedience  was  to  be 
paid.  An  example  parallel  to  the  paflage  in  queftion 
would  be  viroiicsf (y  ik  r«i»  ^o/«oyj  or  us  rny  iii»x^^»  inftead 
of  po/Atf  and  Max,?^  but  fucb  a  cafe  will  hardly  be  found 

'  G  g  in 
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in  a  claflltc  writen  The  (econd  difficulty,  wMch  alone  is 
mentioned  by  our  author,  oti  the  fuppofition  that  Kypke 
had  removed  the  firftj  is  equaHy  great,  as  it  is  coatrary 
to  the  pra8ice  of  the  claffic  authors  to  fay  9afa^i/o«i  ik 
Tivft  inftead  of  ti»i.  To  vindicate  therefore  the  purity 
of  St.  Paul's  Greek,  Kypke  propofed  to  read  •(  vofcMn 

vjMif  for  fif  fp  vaptJotfiTff. 

55.  Our  auihor  feems  here  to  have  had  in  view  the 
celebrated  allegory  of  Satan,  Sin,  and  Death :  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  St.  Paul,  like  Milton,  ha^  here  perfonified 
Sin;  indeed  it  cannot  poffibly  have  been  his  intention, 

becaufe  he  ufirs  not  a/Aapnoi,  but  vaOn/Aftra  rmy  afAafntn, 

Befides,  in  the  propofed  tranflation,  the  parts  of  the  alle- 
gory are  wholly  inconfiftent  with  themfelves :  it  ia  like- 
wife  incomplete,  for  if  we  allegorife  a  part  we  muft  alle- 
gorife  the  whole ;  and  St.  Paul  has  ufed  on  this  occafion 
#ap0,  ftf*apTMti  in  the  pi.  m|mo<,  and  ^m^afu  Philo,  in 
the  place  to  which  our  author  refers,  comments  on  Gen. 
vi.  4.  but  he  has  nothing  which  has  the  leaft  analogy  to 
tlie  paflage  in  queftion.  The  fame  may  be  faid  not  only 
ef  the  43**.  fentence,  but  of  all  the  fentences  of  Demo- 
philus.  They  are  contained  in  Gale*s  Opufcula  Mytho* 
logica,  p.  613 — 625. 

.  56.  U  may  be  afked  whether  ovXa  ^to^  is  not  a  He- 
braifm,  and  whether  it  does  not  correfpond  to  Tltfr  HJVj 
for  we  find  pin  itJVr  Pfalm  v.  13.  wbteh  is  rendered  m 
the  Septuagint)  ovAe»  fv^xia^. 

•  57.  Dr.  Rofenmiiller,  in  his  Note  to  this  paffage,  ba»^- 
produced  the  following  inftancb  (rom-a  Kings- xxii.  41^* 
9^fmyi9^  TO  ftf^^Mv  fo  firt»f^tl»  frMXM  K«f i».  Now  utm^'w^ 
m  the  pajfage  in  queftion  denotes-  figuratively  «p)nfiAr, 
for  it  lignifies  the  contributions  of  the  Achaean  and  Ma* 
cedonian  Chriftians ;  but  the  difEcult^  is  to  find  an^  in- 
ftance  m  a  claffic  author  of  the  difcordant  metaphor  ex^ 
preflfed'by  the  union  of  rfpA^^^i*  and  ico^iref. 

58.  If  our  author  requires  an  example  where  rii|»^« 
is  tbllowed  by  the  praep.  x»r«,  the  following  from  the 
Theognis  of  Hefiod  may  be  gfven,c  wbicbts^  found  both 
in  Stepbaqus  and  Scapula. 

Tm 
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Toy  ti  Xivq  rupA^c  xata  ;^6oko(  fvpvoJciii(. 

59.  The  difference  betwden  o-apkikof  and  €afkiy.o^  is 
defcribed  by  Stephanus  in  thb  following  manner:  Exiftl- 
matur  hoc  adjeQivum  (fc.  ,<rafx*)co?)  qualitatem  potiu^ 
indicare,  ut  illud  materiam.     The  Foriiier  reading  there* 
fore,  though  fupported  in  this  ihftanqs  by  great  autho- 
rities, feems  lefs  fuitable  to  thedefign  of  the  Apoftle  thaa 
the  latter ;  he  has  conftantly  ufed  trap^ikoi  whenever  he 
intended  to  exptefs  the  oppofite  to  vyivfAarnto; :  it  is  there- 
fore improbable  that  he  deviated  from  his  ufual  praftice 
in  this  infta^nce  alone.     Befides,  if  (rajxij/of  is  the  tfue 
reading,  it  is  the  only  inftance  where  it  occurs  in  the 
Greek  Teftament,  whereas  the  latter  occurs  in  a  great 
number  of  examples.     Our  author'^  requeft  for  an  in- 
ftance of  (fapkiko?,  according  to  Sc.  Paul's  general  accep- 
tation of  o-Af xixof,  is  attended  .with  no  inconfiderabte  dif- 
ficuity,  beeaufe  the  proper  meaning  of  <fdfKiv6^  is  caK 
tieus^  e  carne  conftans,  in  the  fame  manner  as  ^jMpo^  flg- 
nifies  e  Hgno  conftans.     But  there  rs  apaffage  in  Juliui 
Pollux,  where  the  meaning  feems  to  be  at  leaft  dubiouffi 
which  is  as  much  as  can  be  expcfted  on  the  prefeni 

OCCSffion.      Apig-opxpug  Jr  ci^iixry.      Slg  8p^  stigoy  avi^»  cratfi- 

Pollucis  Oriomaft.  Lib.  II.  Segm.  233. 

a 
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6o.  Bos  in  his  Ellipfes  Graecae  (art.  wpaynxa)  has  pro- 
duced the  following  example  from  Artemidorils,  6»  yoi^ 
iv  roisroiq  yivofAivoi^  fcil.  zjpayfAa^i^  which  is  an  anfw^r  to 
out  author's  query.  It  is  however  a.  matter  of  doubt, 
whether  St.  Paul  in  the  paffage  in  queflion  intended  to  . 
^xprefs  this  meaning,  though  it  is  ufually  tranflated;  m 
this  manYTef;  for  the  fubjc<fl  relates  not  to  things,  but 
to  perfons.  The  Apoftle  having  delivered  rules  for  the 
Condu6l  of  Chriftian  wives  toward  heathen  hufbands, 
and  Chriftian  huft)arids  toward  heathen  wives,  adds  n  ig 

0    ctTTifo;  ^(^ctfpi^fTaty  p^»pil^f(rd'M'   ;t  iiinXiMTX^   0    aiiXfof   i  i 

4iiiX^i  ly  TOK  T048T0K,  *  but  if  an  heathen  hufl^and  or  wife 

eg  2  chufes 
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chufes  not  lb  continue  in  the  marriage  (late,  let  bim 
(or  her)  depart :  a  fitter  or  a  brother  (that  is,  the  Chrif- 
tian  wife  or  bufband)  is  no  longer  bound  by  fuch  per- 
fons.  This  ufe  of  the  praep.  e»  is  very  frequent  in  the 
N.  T.  though  not  in  the  claflic  authors,  the  Apoftles 
^nd  EvangeliQs  having  borrowed  it  from  the  Septua- 
gint,  in  which  the  prefix  ^  is  tranflated  iv^  even  where 
it  denotes  the  caufe^  inftrument,  or  means.  See  for  in- 
fiance  a  Kings  vi.  22.  Pfalm  xviii.  30.  See  alfo  Matth. 
V.  13.  xi.  6.  xii.  279  &c.  An  objedion  may  be  made  to 
this  tranflaiion,  drawn  from  the  ufe  of  the  fingular;  for 
as  the  pronoun  refers  to  avftrtcit  would  have  been  more 
accurate  if  it  had  been  writien  rw  ro^sTb),  but  as  St,  Paul 
is  not  a  claflic  writer,  the  learned  will  determine  whether 
the  obje6lion  is  of  weight. 

61.  The  fix  manufcripts  that  have  cyxaxspiir,  are  thofe 
which  Wetfteiu  has  noted  in  the  fecond  Part  of  bis 
Greek  Teftament  by  A.D.  F.  37.  39.  46.  Dr.  Griefbach 
has  omitted  this  reading,  perhaps  becaufe  he  thought  it 
an  erratum.  Dr.  Harwood,  on  the  authority  of  the 
Codex  Ciaromontanus,  has  taken  it  into  the  text  of  his 
edition. 

62.  To  thefe  three  examples,  mentioned  by  our  au- 
thor, may  be  added  Ifaiah  vii.  16.  where  Symmachus  has 
again  ufed  iyxctxw.  See  Origenis  Hexapla,  Tom.  II. 
p.  100.  ed.  Mdntfau^on.  Symmachus  has  ufed  likewife 
the  noun  lyxaxndrK,  Pfalm  cxviii.  (cxix  in  the  Heb.) 
V.  143.  In  thefe  examples  lyxaxw  is  the  tranflation  of 
nVp  or  ^Pj  taedio  affici.  Wetftein,  in  his  Note  to  Luke 
xviii.  I.  quotes  a  paflage  from  Polybius,  in  which  f»fxA- 
xno-oey  is  ufed ;  but  this  mutt  be  an  erratum,  for  in  Poly- 
bins  himfelf  it  is  f^fxaxticrav.  Hefychius  has  fyx«K9/»fir. 
But  the  word,  which  is  there  ufed  to  explain  it,  is  a  mani* 
feft  erratum.  See  Hefychii  Lexicon,  Tom.  I.  p..  1067^ 
ed.  Alberti,  Note  10. 

63.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  antithefis  is  fo  difficult 
to  be  difcovered,  fince  fortitude  and  perfeverance  are 
the  fureft  means  of  overcoming  every  kind  of  evil,  and 
St.  Paul  in  particular  was  in  a  fituation  that  required  the 
moft  ftrenuote  exertions. 

64.  That 
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64.  That  iyx«xi»  (hould  ever  fignify  to  fall  into  evil, 
or  as  our  author  expreffes  it,  to  be  borne  away  by  evil, 
is  not  analogous  to  its  derivation,  becaufe  it  is  derived 
from  xax9i,  ignavia,  timor,  and  the  other  compounds, 
with  a  praspofition  AToxaxiu,  iKxaxtw,  are  not  expreflive 
of  improbityj  but  of  indolence  or  cowardice.  Nor  would 
the  former  meaning  be  of  any  advantage  to  the  fentence 
itfelf ;  two  fimilar  aflertions  would  be  then  conne8;ed  by 
a  particle  that  denotes  oppofition,  whereas  at  prefent  it 
very  properly  conne6is  the  negation  of  a  caufe  with  the 
affirmation  of  an  oppofite  cStQ. 

65.  Stephanus  explains  ccvaK$potXaiouj  capitulatim  et 
fummatim  repeto,  and  produces  the  following  example 

from  Ariftotle^  r»   ctpayxotix  avaxifuX»^^fAHfOl.      Now  the 

literal  and  proper  meaning  of  this  verb  feems  to  be  not 
unfuitable  to  the  paflage  in  queftion,  avaxtfxXcuwa^^M 
r»  vayrok  iv  Ty  Xpiru,  that  all  things  be  fummed  up  (that 
is  confummated)  in  Chrift.  Nor  can  this  be  faid  to  be 
a  figurative  application  of  the  word ;  for  as  it  fignifies 
literally  to  bring  fcattered  materials  into  one  head  or 
mafs,  fo  it  was  the  literal  meaning  of  the  Apoftle,  that 
the  fcattered  predifiions  of  the  antient  prophets  w^ere 
united  in  that  feries  of  events,  which  compofed  the  life 
and  death.of  Chrift. 

66.  In  the  German  original  this  feflion  is  followed  by 
another,  which  relates  to  the  mode  of  education  in  the 
grammar  fchools  of  that  country.  It  contains  very  fen- 
fible  and  judicious  remarks,  efpecially  in  regard  to  the 
pernicious  pra£iice  of  learning  Greek  from  the  Greek 
Teftament ;  but  as  the  reform,  which  our  author  pro*^ 
pofes,  is  either  inapplicable  or  unneceflary  in  the  Englifh 
fchools,  and  relates  to  ideal  circumllances,  which  are 
uninterefting,  and  perhaps  unintelligible,  to  an  Englilh 
reader,  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  omit  it;  a  liberty 
which  will  be  the  more  eafily  pardoned,  as  the  treatif^, 
though  valuable  in  itfelf,  forms  no  part  of  an  IntroduQion 
to  the  New  Teftament. 


c  g  3  HAP. 
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CHAPTER    V. 

Of    THE    QUOTATIONS    FROM    THE   OLD    TESTAMENT 

IN    THE    NEW. 

SECT.       I. 

PAGE    20 1. 

1.  Pfi/*ais  the  tranflation  of  IJ'J,  Gen.  xviii.  14.  which 

fignifies  verbum  and  res,  but  never  promiflum,  nor  have 
the  Seventy  in  any  one  inftance  ufed  pnfMt  for  a  Hebrew 
vord  cxpreflive  of  the  latter  meaning.  Profeffor  Dathe 
tranflates  Gen.  xviii,  14.  Num  quidquatn  Jovs  nimis 
arduum  efle  poteft. 
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2.  Oiigen  appears  to  have  been  the  firft^  who  ufed  in 
this  manner  the  term  e»xMro/»i«i,  in  his  reply  to  C^ifus^ 
who  had  objeded  (hat  many  pafiages  of  tl^e  Old  Tefta- 
fnent  were  applied  to  Chrift,  whidi  properly  related  to 
other  fubjeQs.  (Origenis  Opera,  Tom.  I.  p.  514.  cd. 
Benedict.)  Chryibftom  likewife  in  his  treatife  vi^  1 .  if^«- 
tf^uvvc,  Lib.   L  cap.  5.  writes  as'tbllows,  noAXn  yag  n  tic 

Ci(a;.      MaX^ov  h  ait  Awartiu   t4  roiuro  in  Hsikiit^   oXX'  OiXft-^ 

ycfjuap  Ti$a.  xAi  vo^i»\u  The  fame  doctrine  was  likewife 
delivered  by  Atbanafius,  and  moft  of  the  other  Greek 
fathers.  To  this  CEconomia  Patrum  our  author  very 
properly  obje3s,  as,  according  to  their  own  confeflioh^  it 
was  nothing  better  than  a  pious  fraud.  With  refpe4^  to 
the  term  difpenfatio,  ufed  by  the  Latin  fathers^  iee  Du 
Cange  Glofiarium  mediae  et  infimae  Latinitaiis,  Tom. 
II.  p.  i545>  e^  Parifienfis,  I733- 

3.  I  know  not  in  what  part  of  Dr.  Semler's  works  the 
terms  oeconomia  and  dilpenfaiio  are  ufed;  on  the  con- 
trary, he  adopts  the  doflrine  of  accommodation.      Ple- 

luaique 


n,^> 
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rttfnqUe  eft  accoannodatio,  non  proprie  dida  lllegatio 
icftimonii  de  eadem  re  luculenti, 

Semleri  Apparatus  ad  liberalem  N.  T.  interpretSo 

^    tioDeai)  p.  96, 

PAGE    205. 

4.  BhlO  Cgnifies  inquifitio,  expofitio,  from  tUni, 
quaeCivit  (Buxtorf 's  Lex.  Talra.  Rabb.  p.  584).  Various 
inftances  of  Jewifh  Medraihim,  or  allegorical  gloflesi 
may  be  feen  in  Tychfens  Te;ntamen  de  variis  codicum 
hebraicorum  Vet.  Teft.  MSS.  generibus,  p,  197 — '2iu 
See  alfo  Simon  Hiftoire  critique  dii  texte  du  VieuxTef- 
tament,  Li  v.  III.  cfa.  5,  6.  and  particularly  Schoettgenii 
Horae  Hebraicae  et  Talmudicae,  Tom.  II.  p.  794. 
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5.  Our  author  feems  not  to  be  aware  that  St.  Paul 
himfeir,  Heb.  vii.  i,  2,  gives  the  very  fame  explanation 
of  pnjfO^O  4a  Profeffor  Eberhard.     O  Mtx^^icnitx. 

6.  Our  author  here  alludes  to  bis  Gefman  tranflation 
of  the  Pfalmswith  Notes,  the  fecond  edition  of  which 
was  p^blifliedat  Gottingen  in  1782.  In  the  243^  pa^ 
to  which  he  refers,  he  ftates  the  obje&ions  which  have 
been  made  to  the  application  of  Pfalm  cix.  8.  to  Ads^ 
i.  ao.  and  ponjeQures  that  St.  Peter  was  miftaken ;  a 
circumftance  arifing,  as  he  fays,  from  the  application 
being  made  before  the  communication  of  the  gifts  of  the 
Holy  Gboft  on  the  day  of  Pentecoft.  It  is  unneceflary 
to  give  here  a  tranflation  of  his  objeQions,  as  they  are 
flaied  b/  Dr.  Sykes,  in  the  3**.  feftion  of  his  Intro- 
duftion  to  the  Epillle  to  the  Hebrews,  and  his  Truth  of 
the  GhriRiao  Religion,  ch.  xv. 

PAGE  207. 

7.  Our  author  here  refers  to  a  work  which  he  pub- 
lifhed  at  Halle  in  1783,  under  the  following  title,  Ef- 
kliirung  dcr  Begr'abnifs-und  Auferftehungsgefchicbte 
Chrifti  nach  den  vier  Evangeliften.    The  place  to  which 

G  g  4  he 
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tie  alluiks  is  p.  25 — 34.  where  he  explains  Johnxix.  36, 

TfiCucfTM  «rrs«'  Rati  vftXiv  trt^yf*^  ^^yii  •4^»T«f  uf  •» 
f^iici»tiirac».  In  the  former  of  tbefe  verfes  St.  John  is 
fuppofed  to  allude  to  Exodus  xii.  46.  in  the  latter  to  Ze* 
charjah  xii.  10.  and  many  commentators  contend  that  he 
deiigns  only  to  accommodate  thofe  paflages  to  the  fubjed 
in  queftion,  though  ufhered  in  by  the  formuie  cymr^ 
TAvra  i»a  n  ypaffi  vXupMOtr.  Our  author  on  the  contrary 
maintains  that  Exod.  xii.  46.  and  Zech.  xii.  10.  are  pro- 
phecies which  immediately  and  literally  relate  to  the  cir- 
circumftances  of  Chrift*s  crucifixion  ;  and  agreeably  to 
the  principles  which  he  delivers  in  his  Introdudion,  al- 
lows no  medium  between  this  hypothefis,  and  the  fuppo^ 
(ition  that  St.  John  had  made  an  improper  application  of 
the  above-mentioned  paffages, 

8.  Left  thofe  readers  who  are  unacquainted  with  the 
merits  of  Profeflbr  Eberhard,  one  bF  the  firft  philofo- 
phers  in  Germany,  fliould  receive  a  falfe  tmpreffion  with 
refped;  to  the  nature  and  charader  of  his  writings,  it  is 
neceflary  to  obferve  that  his  objeft,  in  the  place  to  which 
our  author  alludes,  is  to  reconcile  two  feemingly  contra* 
diflory  paflages  in  the  New  Teftament.  Chrift  alferts, 
Mattb.  xvii.  ic>— 13.  that  John  the  Baptift  was  the  Elias 
nivhom  the  Jews  expcfted,  whereas  John  the  Baptift  him- 
felf  (John  i.  21.)  declares  that  he  is  not  Elias.  In  order 
to  reconcile  the  feeming  contradidion,  ProFeflbr  Eber* 
hard  obferves  that  the  prophecy  of  Malachi  (ch.  iv.  5.} 
could  not  literally  and  immediately  relate  to  the  perfon 
of  John  the  Baptift,  becaufe  in  that  cafe  there  would  be 
an  evident  difagreement  between  two  paflages  of  fcrip- 
ture  j  but  that  the  term  Elias  was  adopted  by  Malachi  as 
a  general  name  of  faithful  and  patriotic  Ifraelitci,  which 
our  Saviour  applies  by  way  of  accommodation  to  John 
the  Baptift  in  particular,  though  this  application  of  an 
indeterminate  prophecy  is  not  made  by  the  Baptift  him- 
felf.  It  may  be  likewife  reinarked  that  it  is  of  no  iai« 
portance  to  the  Profeflbr's  arguipent,  whether  Malachi 
lived  before,  or  after  the  captivity^ 

?AG|t 
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9*  According  to  the  Maforetic  ,pun6iuation  b^W  is 
I^ere  a  noun  fubftantive. 

S     E     C     T.      II. 
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1.  Our  author  rejeQs  therefore  all  typical  explanations 
of  the  paflages  of  the  Old  Teftament  quoted  as  proofs 
in  the  New,  and,  which  is  nearly  the  fame  thing,  denies 
the  do£trine  of  a  double  completion,  which,  as.  Dr.  Sykes 
very  properly  obferves,  would  defeat  the  end  of  all  pro- 
phecy. See  the  truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  p.  213. 
241.  of  the  a*,  edition,  and  Dr.  Benfon's  *  Effay  con- 
cerning the  unity  of  fenfe,  to  (hew  that  no  text  of  Scrip- 
ture  has  more  than  one  (ingle  fenfe,*  which  is  prefixed  to 
his'Paraphrafe  on  St.  Paul's  Epiftles,  Jortin,  in  his 
Remarks  on  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory,  Vol.  I.  p.  124.  a*, 
edition,  maintains  the  contrary  opinion. 
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2.  In  the  fecond  Gottingen  edition,  printed  in  1770, 
p.  200. 

3.  The  only  queftion  to  be  examined  is  what  the  pro- 
phet Jeremiah  himfelf  intended  to  exprefs,  ch.  xxxi.  15 
— 17.  not  what  application  later  Jews  made  of  this  pa(^ 
fage.  Now  whoever  impartially  reads  the  whole  period, 
muft  be  convinced  that  Jeremiah  had  no  other  obje£l  in 
view,  than  the  misfortunes  inflided  on  the  Jews  by  the 
kings  of  Babylon.  There  are  two  circuroftances  which 
con(ine  the  words  of  the  prophet  to  thofe  misfortunes 
alone.  1.  The  weeping  was  heard  at  Rama :  this  was 
the  place  where  Nebuzaradan,  the  Chaldaean  general, 
difpofed  of  his  prifoners  after  their  capiul  was  taken  i 
but  the  place  where  Herod  exercifed  his  cruelty  on  the 
infants  was  not  in  Rama,  but  in  Bethlehem,  a.  It  is 
faid,  V,  i6«  ^  they  (hall  come  again  from  the  land  of  the 

enemy,* 
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enemy/  and  v.  17.  *  thy  children  (hall  come  again  to  their 
own  border :'  thefe  words  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  the 
maflacre  oF  the  infants,  and  if  applied  to  the  misfortunes 
oF  the  Jews  under  the  Roman  emperors,  they  miliute 
againft  hiftorical  truth  ;  for  when  i£lia  Capitolina  was 
built  by  Adrian  on  the  ruins  of  Jenifalem,  the  Jews  were 
forbidden  to  approach  the  city,  under  pain  of  death. 

PAGE  211. 

4.  I  know  not  on  what  authority  our  author  has  bere 
nundinatus  (it,  for  in  Martianay's  edition,  Vol.  III.  p.  679. 
we  find  venundatus  fit,  which  is  much  more  fuicable  to 
the  context. 

5.  The  title  oF  this  work  is  Orientalifche  Reifebe- 
fchreibung  von  Troilo,  Drefden  1676.  In  the  page,  to 
which  our  author  refers,  an  account  is  given  of  a  church 
on  Mount  Horeb  dedicated  to  the  Virgin  Mary,  but 
there  is  no  allufion  whatfoever  to  the  fubjed  in  que^^n. 
Perhaps  he  means  p.  293,  where  Troilo  fpeaks  of  a  ic- 
rcbinthus  or  Turpentine  tree,  under  which,  according  to 
a  Chrifiian  legend,  the  Virgin  Mary  is  faid  to  have  refted, 
when  (he  carried  Chrift  as  an  infant  from  Bethlehem  to 
Jerufalem. 

PACE    212. 

6.  See  C.  F.  Rofenmiilleri  Scholia  in  Vaticinia  Je-    ' 
faiae,  p*  1 70.  and  Sy  kes's  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion, 

p.  ^11 — 214.  2'.  edition. 

7.  But  if  Deut.  xviii.  15.  cannot  poffibly  relate  to 
Cbrift,  there  feems  to  be  an  iofipropriety  in  its  applica- 
tion. Acts  iii.  22.  for  St,  Peter  having  faid,  xa»  avorsiXiy 
xwf  v^oKtKfipvyfAiyoif  u/Aiy  Iiio'»y  X|i»ro»,  immediately  adds, 

Mmatii;  yap  srpo(  rug  votrtpac  fivcir,^  en  crpQ^i|}ii»  u^uujr  apamvu 

Kuptoc,  M.  r.  X.  where  the  conj  unction  yssp  clearly  fhews 
that  St.  Peter  quotes  tbe  pa(rage  in  Deuteronomjr  as 
having  reference  to  Cfarift.  It  necelTarily  follows  there* 
fore,  either  that  Deut.  xviii.  15.  afccording  to  its  literal 
meaning  refers  to  Chrift,  or  that  befide  the  liceral>  it  has 
a  myftical  meaning,  or  that  St,  Peter  has  improperly  ap- 
plied 
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plied  the  paflage  in  queftion.  The  latter  hypothefis 
beir^  inconfiftent  with  the  iQfaUihility  of  a  divide  Apoftle, 
we  have  the  choice  only  of  the  two  former.  But  th^ 
firft  is  abfolutely  denied  by  our  author,  and  the  fecond 
is  likewife  inadmiflible  according  to  his  principles,  for  he 
reje£ls  the  notion  that  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  had  a  double  fenfe,  and  have  received  a  double 
accomplifliment.  Profeffor  Dathe,  in  his  Note  to  Deut. 
xviii.  15.  aflumes  the  fecond  hypothefis;  Dr.  Eckermann, 
in  the  fecond  volume  of  his  Theologifche  Beytiage,  p.. 
126.  rejefts  with  our  author  the  two  former,  and  ex- 
plains the  application  by  St.  Peter  as  a  mere  accommo- 
dation. See  alfo  Sykes^s  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion, 
p.  283—292, 
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8.  The  115^  feflion  of  Michaelis's  Dogmatic  Theo- 
logy relates  to  future  punifliments,  and  has  no  reference 
to  any  paflage  quoted  from  the  Old  Teft.  in  the  New. 

g.  In  the  paflage  in  queftion,  Rom.  x.  6.  or  rather  5. 
St.  Paul  is  fuppofed  to  allude  to  Levit.  xviii.  5.  but  in 
this  paflage  no  mention  is  made  of  *  faith,*  or,  as  our 
author  fays,  *  circumcifion  of  the  heart.* 

10.  See  Pococke's  Appendix  Notarum  mifccllanea, 
p.  14.  which  is  annexed  to  his  Maimonidis  Porta  Mofis, 
Oxoniae  1655. 

11.  This  would  be  written  in  Hebrew  W^>^.     See 

Gen.  xxxvi.  15.  Exod.  xv.  15.  i  Chron.  i,  51.  where  it  is 
written  in  this  manner,  and  rendered  in  the  Sepiuagint 
fiyifAoyts:   but  in  the  paflage  of  Micah  there  is  no  Vau. 

1 2*  This  re^nark  is  by  no  means  new,  hicce  enim'  locus 
tarn  veteres  quam  hodiernos  theologos  adeo  vexavit,  ut 
ad  defperationem  ^-edafli  Judaeorum  Pharifaeos  etScribas 
perverfge  tranflationis  accufarint,  ut  Matthaeum  ab  omni 
crrore  Uber^^rent,  Surenhufii  B*SAcf  x^pTAAXai^iiff,  p.  176. 
But  Surenhufius,  p.  180.  rejcfts  this  cxcufe,  which  was 
firft  made  by  Jeron),  and  has  a  great  difplay  of  learning 
in  prder  to  detend  the  paffage. 

13.   See 
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13.  See  Owen*s  Modes  of  quotation  ufed  by  the  Evan* 
gelic^il  writers,  p.  i6j  17.  Sykes's  Truth  of  the  Chriftiari 
Religion,  p.  223,  224,  2'.  edition,  and  Blair's  Ledures 
on  the  Canon  of  Scripture,  p.  147 — 154. 
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14.  See  Sykes's  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Reh'gion^ 
p,  241,  242. 

15.  This  paflage  from  the  Chronjcle  of  Edeffa,  which 
our  author  has  printed  in  his  Syriac  Chreftomathy  or  Se- 
leQa  e  fcriptoribus  Syris,  is  taken  from  Aflemani  Bibh'o* 
theca  Orien^ah's,  Tom.  J.  p.  413.  I  have  preferved  in 
the  tranflation  the  three  Syriac  words  which  he  has  in- 
ierted  in  a  parenthefis,  though  I  know  not  for  what  pur- 
pofe  they  are  introduced,  as  their  literal  fignification  is 
nothing  more  than  exponens  civitati  de  eo.  It  is  likewife 
diflBcult  to  comprehend  the  objed;  of  the  quotation  itfelf, 
as  the  comparifon  of  Afclepius  with  Noah  has  no  refer- 
ence whatfoever  to  the  accommodation  of  a  paflage  in  tBe 
Old  Teftament  to  an  event  recorded  in  the  New. 
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1 6.  The  principle  of  accommodation. was  adopted  fo 
early  as  the  time  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  who  main- 
tains it  under  the  name  of  «'vp«'fpifo/)».  See  his  Stro- 
mata.  Lib.  VIII.  p.  863.  ed.  Potter.  It  lias  been  revived 
in  later  ages  by  Kidder  in  bis  Demonftration  of  the 
Meflias,  Part  II.  p.  215.  by  Nicholis  in  his  Conference 
with  a  Theift,  Part  III.  p.  10.  and  by  Sykes,  not  only 
in  the  work  to  which  our  author  alludes,  but  more  at 
large  in  his  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  Chap,  xiii, 
xiv,  XV.  Dr.  Eckermann,  Profeflbr  of  Divinity  in  the 
Univerfity  of  Kiel,  extends  the  doftrine  of  accommoda- 
tion to  every  quotation  in  the  New  Teftament  without 
exception,  proceeding  on  the  hypothefis  that  the  Old 
Teftament  contains  no  prophecy,  which  literally  and 
imfnediately  relates  to  the  perfon  of  Jefus  Chrift.  The 
title  of  this  work  is  Theologifche  Beytr'age,  printed  at 

Altona  in  1790  and  17919  in  three  piarts,  wnich  com  pofe 

the 
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the  (irft  vohiine,  dnd  contain  a  critical  examination  of 
all  the  quotations  in  the  Gofpels,  Ads,  and  Epiftle  to  the 
Romans.  The  fecond  volume  will  contain  the  quota* 
tions  in  the  remaining  part  of  the  New  Teftament.  Dr. 
Owen  on  the  contrary,  in  his  Modes  of  quotation,  feft» 
5.  entirely  rejects  the  principle  of  accommodation,  to 
whofe  opinion  our  author  is  in  mod  cafes  inclined  to 
accede,  though  with  this  material  difference,  that  Dr. 
Owen  admits  a  typical,  our  author  only  a  grammatical 
and  literal  meaning. 

As  this  dodrine  therefore  has  not  only  fuch  able  ad< 
yocates,  but  fuch  able  adverfaries,  it  is  difficult  to  de« 
termine,  which  fide  of  the  queftion  we  fliould  adopt.  It 
feems  however  to  be  at  leaft  a  matter  of  doubt,  whe- 
ther the  principle  of  accommodation  can  be  admitted 
where  the  ftrong  expreffions  are  ufed,  ^  This  was  done 
that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  fpoken  by  the  pro* 
pbet,  &c.  A  formule  of  this  kind  is  never  ufed  in 
quoting  froin  a  claffic  author  ;  it  is  therefore  no  argu- 
ment in  favour  of  accommodation  in  thefe  cafes,  when 
Dr.  Nicholls,  P.  III.  p.  i  j.  fays  that  no  one  would  ob- 
jed  to  a  writer  who  fhould  addrefs  the  Apoftles  in  the 
words  of  Virgil's  invocation  of  the  Sun  and  Moon,    ^ 

Vos  o  clariffima  mundi  / 

Lumina. 

E^very  one  muft  perceive  that  the  cafes  are  wholly 
diffimilar,  and  an  impartial  reader  of  the  New  Tefta* 
ment  muft  furely  be  perfuaded,  that  when  the  Apoftles 
and  Evangelifts  introduce  paflages  from  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment with  the  above-mentioned  formule,  they  were 
themfelves  perfuaded  that  tbofe  paflages  had  in  fome 
fenfe  a  reference  to  the  events  which  they  recorded,  and 
that  the  a{^lication  is  not  grounded  on  a  parity  of  cir- 
cumftances  alone.  Dr.  Sykes,  p.  214.  replies,  <  The 
difficulty,  or  objection  againft  this  interpretation  arifes 
wholly  from  our  unacquaintednefs  with  the  Jewifh  phra- 
feology.  The  Evangelifts  were  Hebrews,  and  wrote  as 
other  Hebrew  writers  did.  They  did  not  a  make  a  lan- 
guage of  their  oWd»  nor  ufe  a  phrafeology  peculiar  to 

them- 
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themfelvcs,  but  did  as  other  Hebrew  writers  did,  and 
follow  their  method.  To  underftand  them  therefore, 
we  are  not  to  judge  of  the  fenfe  and  meaning  of  the 
Evangelifts  from  the  common  and  ordinary  founds  of 
words  among  ourfeives;  but  we  muft  enter  into  the 
Jewifli  phrafeologVy  and  fee  what  the  Jews  meant  by 
fuch  and  fuch  expreffions,  and  upon  what  principles 
tbey  reafoned.  Their  Mr2y$  of  fpeaking,  and  of  quoting, 
which  can  be  learnt  from  Jewifli  writers  only,  muft  be 
looked  into  ;  and  how  unnatural  foever  they  may  feem 
to  us,  yet  we  muft  be  determined  by  them,  and  only 
by  them.  Now  it  is  evident  from  nuofiberlefs  examples 
that  the  Jewifli  way  of  writing  is  exaftly  agreeable  to 
that  of  the  Evangelifts ;  and  the  mafters  of  the  fyna- 
gogue  applied  paflages  of  the  Old  Teftament  in  fenfes 
rery  remote  froto  that  bf  the  original  author.  Every 
page  of  every  Rabbi  almoA  will  fupply  us  with  ihftances 
of  this  kind.  And  as  for  the  particular  term  ^^iulfiUed,^ 
ihey  very  often  meant  no  more  by  that,  than  the  hap- 
pening of  a  (imilar  event,  or  an  exad  agreement  in  par- 
ticular circuraftances  of  latter  things  ^ith  former.* 

But  this  learned  and  fenfible  writer  has  produced  no 
examples  from  the  Talmud,  or  from  any  Jewifli  com- 
mentator, where  fimilar  expreffions  are  ufed  in  cafes  of 
mere  accommodation  ;  and  no  aflertion  can  be  admit- 
ted without  authority.  This  omtflion  is  the  more  in- 
excufabte  on  the  prefent  occafion,  as  the  very  principlr, 
which  be  in  other  ^efpeSs  fo  ably  defends,  refts  entirely 
on^  tfie  deciGon  of  the  queftion^  Did  the  Jewifli  Rab- 
bins, 4n  quoting  paflages  from  the  Old  Teltament  with 
a  formule  of  this  kind,  '^  In  this  the  fcripture  was  ful- 
filled,' confider  thofe  paflages  as  having  themfelves  re- 
ference to  the  event,  to  which  they  applied  them,  or 
did  they  ground  the  quotation  on  a  mere  parity  ofcir- 
cumflanccs  ?  No  one  has  examined  this  queftion  with 
more  attention  than  Surenhufius,  whofe  Bi^Adc  ycdtxx- 
Aa^<,  printed  at  A mfterdam  in  17139  and  his  edition 
of  the  text  of  the  Talmud  prefent  us  with  the  heft 
itieans  of  determining  on  this  matter.    In  his  third  thefis 

De 
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Dc  formulis  aUegandi,  he  compares  tbe  expreSion  nrXu- 
f(a^n  fi  yf «^n  with  the  Rabbinical  formulesf  HD  D^*p  VtV 
ilDDtyj  hoc  confirmat  id  quod  fcriptum  eft,  and 
IlinDK^  no  D'''^pb  ad  confirmandum  id  quod  fcriptum 
eft.  He  then  refers  to  the  Tanchuma,  fol.  ^g.  col.  3. 
where  Deut.  xvii.  7.  is  quoted  with  the  latter  formule, 
and  obferves,  ex  cujus  loci  applicatione  patet  illam  for- 
mulam  allegandi  *  ad  confirmandum  id  quod  fcriptum 
eft'  non  foldm  alludendi,  verum  etiam  demonftrandi 
vim  habere,  quare  ita  et  non  altier  res  fieri  debeat. 

17.  The  words  of  John  xvii.  12.  which  our  author 
fuppofes  to  be  taken  from  Ifaiah  viii.  18.  and  where  he 
fays  the  very  ex/preflion  is  ufed,  are  h(  iiiaxa^  fAot  ef  ux«gd;> 
but  the  words  of  the  Septuagint  in  that  paftage  of  Ifaiah 
are  iSn  tycaxai  Tsraiiid  et  jccoi  iSuKtu  0  0£oc,  and  in  the  He«* 

brew  nin»  &\m  Itt^K  Onb^m  OliR  nVr\f  where  the 
ufe  of  the  verb  ii^ufAi  conftitutbs  the  whole  fimilarity. 
The  paiTage  in  Zechariah  has  not  even  a  fliadow  of  re- 
femblance. 

m 

SECT.       III. 

PAGE  215. 

1.  An  account  of  the  authors^  who  have  engaged  in 
the  controverfy,  whether  the  quotations  in  the  New  Tef- 
tament  were  taken  from  the  Hebrew  of  from  the  Greek, 
and  who  have  written  on  this  fubjeft.in  general,  may 
be  feen  in  Walchii  Bibliotheca  Theologica,  Tom.  IV. 
p.  914 — 919.  Thofe  who  are  acquainted  with  German 
literature  will  find  a  (hort,  but  excellent  treatife,  in 
which  this  queftion  is  examined^  and  the  feveral  quo- 
tations in  the  Gofpels  and  A6ls  ftated  with  a  view  of 
determining  this  difputed  point,  in  Eichhorn's  Allgc- 
meine  Bibliothek,  Vol.  II.  p.  947 — 1019. 
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2.  Our  author  here  anfwers>  an  obje^ion  which  he 
fays  might  be  made  to  the  application  of  Pfalm  ex.  ir. 

to 
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to  Chrift^  becaure  Chrift  bimfelf  fays,  Maith.  xxii.  44. 
nwiv  •  Kv(i0t  T«  Kuffty  f*»9  to  which  be   replies  that  r^ 
v(i^  may  (lill  relate  to  the  Meffiah,  who  fpeaks  in  the 
^ords  of  the  Pfalroift. 

3.  Namely  the  letter  >,  the  reading  of  Matth.  ix.  13. 
being  £Xfo»,  that  of  Hofea  vi.  6.  from  which  the  paflage 
is  taken,  fXf«c,  according  to  the  common  printed  text, 
but  the  Pachomian  manufcript  has  iXio»,  as  in  St.  Mat- 
thew,    See  Owen's  Modes  of  Quotation,  p,  32. 
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4*  See  Owen's  Modes  of  Quotation,  fed.  ii.  and 
Blair's  LeSures  on  the  Canon  ofthe  Scripture,  p.  8o. 

PAG£  219. 

5*  Our  author  here  refers  to  Ifaiah  xl.  14.  becaufe  in 
the  editions  of  the  Bible  with  marginal  notes  no  refe- 
rence h  made  Rom.  xi.  35.  to  this  paflage  of  Ifaiah, 
nor  does  it  appear  that  the  commentators  have  been 
guilty  of  negled)  as  the  two  texts  have  little  limilarity. 
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6.  Our  author  has  here  tranflated  tSH^  by  the  Ger- 
man word  bezwingen,  which  (ignifies  '  to  force,*  but 
the  ufual  meaning  of  ^^  is  occupavit,  haeres  fuit,  dnd 
this  IS  the  fenfe  exprefled.in  the  veriions. 

7.  The  text  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  in  this  paf- 
fage  of  Amos  agrees  with  Ads  xv.  17.  but  in  the  Co- 
dex Vaticanus  roy  Kvpie»  is  omitted, 

8.  Our  author  has  not  exprefled  himfelf  accurately 
in  faying  that  the  genuine  text  may  be  reftdred  by  put- 
ting together  the  Maforetic  and  Greek  texts,  confidered 
as  two  fragments,  for  according  to  the  propofed  altera-- 
tion  he  retains  the  words  of  the  Hebrew  text,  changing 
only  ♦  into  1,  and  omitting  1. 
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9.  The  literal  traoflation  of  the  Hebrew  tex^  ac- 
cording to  our  author's  alteration,  is  not  as  he  has  givc^n 

+  it 
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it,  but,  *  and  to  put  an  end  to  the  tranfgreflion  in  Ja- 
cob/ for  r)^2\th  is  the  gerund  of  Hiphil.  With  refpeft 
to  the  alteration  which  he  has  propofed  in  the  note,  his 
tranflation  is  again  inaccurate,  for  2,ti^  is  not  the  infi- 
nitive, but  the  a3ive  participle,  anci  the  paflage  n)u(t 
be  tranflated,  '  and  to  one  who  turns  away  iniquity  in 
Jacob,'  a  reading  which  by  no  means  approaches  to 
that  of  the  Septuagint  and  of  St.  Paul,  According  to 
the  firft  alteration,  the  fenfe  of  the  Hebrew  conies  very 
ntczr  to; that  of  the  Greek,  the  verb  airorpifw,  though 
much  more  frequently  the  tranflation  of  3liSf,  is  put 
however  feven  times  in  the  Septuagint  for  n^lP^  in  Hi- 
phil, and  the  only  circumftance  which  makes  the  con- 
jecture improbable  is  the  conjundion  Vau,  by  which  the 
conftruEiion  is  rendered  harQi  and  unufual. 

10.  The  title  of  the  work,  to  which  our  author  alludes 
in  this  fentence,  is  Michaeiis  critifches  Collegium  iiber 
die  drey  wichtigften  Pfalmen  von  Chrifto,  den  x6.  4^^ 
110.  publilhed  in  1759.     The  place  in  which  he  ex^ 
amines  whether  the  Common  reading  ^n^DITi  Pfel-  xvi. 
ID.  be  genuine  or  not  is  p.  204—^218..   His  principal 
arguments  for  reje6ling  the  .plural,  and  reading  *^TDn 
in  the  (ingular,  are  the  following.     1.  Accordingto  the 
Maforetic  pun6luation,  the  word  is  pointed  as  if  it  were 
a  fingular,  and  the  Mafor^ts  have  noted  in  the  margin 
*7V  'VIVi  i.  e.  Jdd  is  fuperfluous.     2.  Of  twenty  ma- 
nufcripts  examined  by  Kennicott  in  Oxford  and  Cam- 
bridge, (ixteen  omit  the  Jod,  alfo  the  Cafifel  manufcript, 
and  four  which  were  confulted  by  Houbigant.     3.  An- 
cient verfions,  made  before  the  introduftion  of  the  Ma- 
foretic points,  exprcfs  the  fingular,  namely,  the  Greek, 
^e  Syriac,  the  Latin,  and  JeromV3rcviarium  in  PfaU 
mos,     4.  The  ancient  Jews.,  in  qtioting  this  paffage, 
write  the  word  in  qucftion  in  the  lingular^  and  refer  it 
to  David.     5.   St.  Peter,  Afts  iu  27 — 31.  and  St.  Paul, 
Afts  xiii.  85 — 37-  both  exprefs  the  fingular*    Sec  alfo 
Profeflbr  Dathe's  Note  to  Pfalm  xvi.  10.  in  his  Latin 
tranflation  of  the  Pfalms,  publiQied  at  Halle  in  1787. 
On  the  other  fide  of  the  queflion,  fee  the  remaika  of 

Uh  Pro- 
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Profeflbr  Bruns,  p.  23.  of  his  edition  of  Kennicoti'$ 
Diflertatio  generalis  in  Vetus  Teftaroentuoiy  reprinted 
at  Brunfwick  in  1783.  It  is  to  be  obferved,  that  when 
our  author  pubiittied  his  Critifches  Collegium,  Kenni- 
cotl's  firft  diflertation  only  relative  to  the  ftate  of  the 
Hebrew  text  had  appeared.  His  edition  of  the  Hebrew 
Bible,  which  was  printed  in  1776,  1780,  and  De  Roffi's 
various  readings  contain  the  authorities  to  which  our 
author  alludes. 

11.  Namely  A£ls  vii.  14.  is  iCJo/tftiix«»T«  wu^n^  aa4 
alfo  in  the  Septuagintj  Gen.  xlvi.  27.  but  in  the  He- 
brew tyy^Jti^  feptuaginta. 

12.  What  our  author  means  by  Stephen's  having 
preferred  the  Samaritan  reading,  I  am  unable  to  com- 
prehend. There  is  no  quotation  whatfoever  AA:s  vii.  4. 
for  Stephen  mentions  concifely  in  that  verfe,  what  is  re- 
lated more  at  large  Gen.  xi.  31,  32.  xii.  1—^.  a  rela- 
llpn  in  which  the  Hebrew,  Samaritan,  and  Greek  texts 
all  agree.  Befides,  where  they  are  different,  it  is  ejg- 
tremely  improbable  that  a  native  Jew  would  prefer  the 
Samaritan  to  the  Hebrew  reading,  conGdering  the  per- 
petual enmity  that  fubfiided  between  the  two  nations. 
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13.  Tom.  IV.  P.  I.  p.  392.  ed.  Martianay. 

•  14.  Our  author  here  examines  the  evidence  for  and 
againft  the  reading  Dn^itt^  after  Tm,  Gen.  ii.  24.^  It 
is  omitted,  namely,  1.  In  the  Hebrew  text  of  the 'mo- 
dern Jews.  2.  ByO.nkelos.  3.  In  the  Arabic  verfion 
printed  in  the  Polyglot.  4.  In  the  Arabic  verfion  pub- 
liflied  by  Erpenius.  Bti't  the  following  are  in  favour  of 
this  reading,  u  The  Hebrew  text  of  the  Samaritam. 
2.  The  Samaritan  verfion.  3.  The  Septuagint.  4.  Thofe 
paffages  of  the  New  Teftament  in  which  this  text  is 
quoted,  though^  th^fe  being  tirtcen  from  the  Septuagint 
cannot  properly  be  confidered  as  additional  evidence. 
5.  The  Vulgate,  as  correfted  by  Jerom.  6.  The  Sy- 
riac  verfion.  7.  The  Targum  of  Jerufalem.  8.  The 
Targum  of  Jonathan. 

15.  That 


NOTES    TO    CHAP.    V.    SJSCTi    UU  483 

.    !i§.  That  is,  according  to  the  text,  of  the  Vatican 
ttianufcript. 
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16.  Vid.  Hieronymi  Opera,  Tom.  IV.  P.  I.  p.  39a. 
ed  Martianay. 

17.  The  following  is  the  true  flateraent  of  the  diffe- 
rence in  the  readings  Gen.  ii.  24*  The  Codex  Alex- 
andrinus  and  Jerom  have  auIh  after  both  v»ltp»  and 
fAiiltfiOij  the  Vaticanus  after  vrotlipa  alonCj  St.  Matthew  and 
Philo  after  neither  trotlt^ot  nor  fAnttfa. 

18.  Philo  has  not  nj  yvytuxi  aiUs^  but  wfoi  riiy  yvpdixa 

ituls,  and  agrees  not  with  the  Alexandrine  manufcript, 
as  our  author  fays,  but  with  the  Vatican. 

19.  Likewife  according  to  Marcion  and  Tertullian. 
See  Griefbach  in  loco. 

26.  This  iriuft  be  an  overfight  in  our  author^  for  the 
common  printed  text,  Ephef.  v.  31.  agrees  indeed  in 
thefe  words  with  the  Septuagint,  according  to  Bos's  edi» 
tion,  which  hf  quotes^  but  not  with  St.  Matthew,  The 
three  texts,  Gen.  ii.  14.  Matth.  xix.  5.  Ephef.  v.  31^ 
agree  in  the  Co<lex  Alexandrinus  alone,  which  has  in  all 
three  pafTages  wffrKoXXn^nfrdai  ti?  yv^octxt  av7». 
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4i.  Our  author  here  compares  the  Hebrew  text, 
Ifaiahviii.  I4>  15.  with  the  Greek,  and  points  out  thd 
alterations,  which  were  made  by  the  Seventy.  For  ati 
account  of  the  motives  which  induced  them  to  make  the 
alterations,'  he  refers  to  his  treatife  De  indiclis  philo- 
fophiae  gnofticse  teftipore  LXX  interpretu'ni,  which  is 
printed  in  thef'Tecond  volume  of  his  Sytitagma  cotnttien- 
tationum. 

22.  If  we  except  xnfujai^  which  St.  Luke  has  for 
Ha\i&ah  ^1^^  ^^^Y  difference  in  the  whole  palfage  between 
the  text  of  the  Evangelill,  and  the  Greek  text  of  Ifaiah^ 
ch.  Ixi.  I9  ^>  is  the  infertion  of  av^stukai  Ti^gatu^fAiyHi  ty 
afiviij  which  is  wanting  in  the  Septuagint.  Here  is  a 
remarkable   circumftance/  which   our  author  has   not 

H  h  2  noticed^ 
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noticed,  namely,  that  for  the  word*  rv^^n  mMmSxs^p^ 
which  immediately  precede  this  claufe,  and  are  likewife 
in  the  LXX  at  the  end  of  ven  i.  there  is  no  expreffion 
which  correfponds  in  the  Hehrew,  where  we  find 
rPp*npd  DHIOKV  vtnSis  compedum  folutionem,  which 
anfwers  to  the  claufe  inferted  by  St.  Lnke. 

23.  Some  of  the  manufcripts  of  the  SeptuaginI  have 
§9  f^iKfi?iirft»,  and  alfo  Tbeodotion,  with  fome  of  the 
Greek  fathers.  See  O wen*s  Modes  of  QuAution,  p.  €6^ 
67. 

24.  The  Seventy,  Deut.  xxx«  13.  have  nc  hmwtfmv^ 
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25.  This  conjedure  feems  unfuitable  to  the  c<Hitnt 

26.  This  conjeQure  is  improbaUe,  beciMife  33n  go- 
verns not  a  dative^  but  an  accufative.  See  JDlieuteron. 
xxxiii.  3*  The  common  text  in  this  paflage  of  liaiah 
is  ^b  roniDV'  Now  it  is  true  that  nSTI  fignifics  ex- 
pedavit :  but  *  to  wait  for  the  Lord,'  is  the  fame  as  ^  to 
truft  in  the  Lord/  and  this  is  precifely  what  St.  Paul 
means  by  loving  the  Lord. 

27.  See  Dathe's  Latin  tranflation  of  Ifaiah.  Note  f. 
p.  91.  of  the  2'.  ed.  publifbed  at  Halle  in  1785. 

28.  Ai«5iii£]i»  is  the  reading  of  the  Codex  Alexandria 
nus,  which  our  author  lEbuld.have  noted,  as  be  ufually 
quotes  froi^  the  edition'of  Bos,  which  follows  the  text 
of  the  Vaticanus.  The  laft-mentioned  MS.  has  dnm 
rnp  rxn^iiif  fAB  i9  ii|fti»,  which  is  an  accurate  tranflation  of 
the  Hebrew,  and  exa8Iy  the  fame  as  iPu*Ma:m  tv  vfnip.  It 
is  to  be  oblerved  however,  that  St.  Paul  has  not  vfniy, 
but'au%K« 
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29.  Our  author  here  alludes  to  Ads  vii.  16.  rr^rmt 
i»  TM  fApfif^mii  0  tnt^oHo  ACfaaftk  Ti/Mur  ofytt^iB.  The  martyr 
Stephen  therefore  fpeaks  of  a  fcpulchre  which  was  pur- 
chafed  by  .Abraham,  and  he  had  probably  in  view  Gen. 
^xiii.  16---20.  though  the  ciFcumftances  of  the  relation 

'    arc 
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are  there  fomewhat  different.  But  our  author's  remark 
prefuppofes  that  tlie  field  was  purchafed  by  Jacob,  though 
Stephen  exprefsly  mentions  Abraham,  He  muft  con« 
jefture  therefore  that  reference  was  made  not  to  Gen. 
xxiii.  16.  but  xxxiii.  19.  where  mention  is  made  of  a  field 
purchafed  by  Jacob  for  HD^fe^p  n{*D>  which  the  Seventy 
have  rendered  by  tKoHo^  afAifiOK  But  the  conje3ure  ap- 
pears  to  be  devoid  of  probability.  In  the  paOage  to 
which  Stephen  probably  alluded,  the  price  of  the  field 
purchafed  by  Abraham  is  exprefsly  faid  to  have  been 

30.  The  violence  done  to  the  Hebrew  text,  in  order 
lo  make  it  correfpond  with  the  Greek,  afFe£ts  only  the 
Maforetfc    pun&uation,    for  if  ptt^  be  pointed  V?^$ 

we  have  literally  fir«vv»S'ii.  See  Capelli  critica  facra,  Tom. 
Ill,  j  47.  p.  1X2.  ed.  Scharfenberg,  Hals  1786,  But 
whether  the  Seventy  really  underftood  it  in  Hophal,  and 
meant  to  give  a  faicliful  tranflation,  or  fuppofing  it  to  be 
the  imperative  of  Hiphil^  made  an  alteration  by  defign, 
is  at  prefent  difficult  to  determine. 

PACE  927. 

31.  Our  author  means  the  edition  of  Martianay. 
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t^/Tn^  voifumc  is  in  this  quotation,  as  given  by  St. 
Matthew,  ch.  xxvi.  31. 

^.  Or.  Owen,  in  his  modes  of  Quotation,  p.  55. 
quotes  the  two  following  manufcripts  of  the  Septuagint 
which  have  wala^M,  vi%.  MStus  N.  4.  Bibliothecae  San6ii 
Marci  Venetiis,  et  MStus  N,  4.  Bibliothecse  San  Ger* 
manenfis.     AHb  fiarnaba:  Epillola  }  5. 

3.  This  objeftion  will  be  wholly  removed  by  the  edi- 
tion to  be  publifhed  at  Oxford  by  Dr.  Holmes. 

H  h  3  PACK 
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.  4.  Tables  of  a  fitnilar  kind  were  drawn  up  by  Dr, 
Randolph,  and  publifhed  in  1 782^  under  the  following 
title,  The  Texts  cited  in  the  New  Teftament,  compared 
with  the  Hebrew  and  with  the  Septuagint. 
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5.  It  16  true  that  avcCn^  correCponds  to  the  Hebrew, 
where  we  find  tvbv^  but  it  cannot  be  faid  to  have  been 
altered  to  «yfCt),  becaufe  it  was  not  ufed  by  the  Seventy, 
who>  as  well  as  St.  Paul,  Ephef.  iv.  8«  have  the  parti- 
ciple apctQaf.  The  34.  perfofl  mvdin  is  ven  9.  and  can 
afford  no  ground  for  an  alteraiion  in  the  quotation  itfelf. 

It  is  to  be  obferved  that  our  author,  though  fpeaking 
of  the  Greek,  quotes  Pfalm  Ixviii.  19.  according  to  the 
Hebrew, 

6.  What  otir  author  means  by  a  Maronitic  Syriac 
verfion,  made  from  the  Septuagint,  I  am  unable  to 
comprehend!  It  is  true  that  Syriac  verfions  were  Qiade 
from  the  Greek,  of  which  the  Codex  Ambrofianus  is  an 
example.  See  De  Roffi  Specimen  Hexaplaris  verfionis 
Syriacac,  Parmae  1778.  Now  it  is  poQible  that  this 
manufcript  has  the  interpolation  in  queftion,  but  this 
verfion  is  not  ufed  by  the  Maronites,  for  they  make  ufe 
of  the  Pefhico,  a  tranflation  of  the  Hebrew.  See  Hot- 
tinger's  Thefaurus  Philologicus,  p.  242,  The  Pelhito, 
which  is  printed  in  the  Polyglots,  has  not  the  interpola- 
tion. Perhaps  our  author  means  the  Maronitip  Arabic 
verfion. 
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y.Ernelli  fays  only,  example  ruii  i  fubinde  ad  Novi 
Teftamenti  ie£iionem  conformata,  which  is  admitted  by 
the  beft  critics,  our  author  himfelf  not  excepted.  Even 
fo  early  as  the  third  century  the  text  of  the  Septuagint 
had  been  ipiferably  mutilated,  of  which  Origen  loudly 
complains,  and  by  which  be  was  induced  to  compofe  the 
liexapla. 

8.  Whether 
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8.  Whether  Chriftian  tranfcribefs  have  altered  the 
readings  of  the  Septuagint,  fo  as  to  make  them  more 
conformable  to  the  quotations  in  the  New  Teftament,'an 
opinion  which  has  been  entertained  by  men  of  the  deepeft 
learning,  will  be  bed  determined  when  the  collation  is 
fini(hed  that  is  now  making  of  the  manufcripts  of  the 
Septuagint.  It  is  well  known  that  the  readings  of  the 
Greek  verfion,  according  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus^ 
approach  nearer  to  thoff  of  the  Greek  Teilament,  than 
according  to  the  Codex  Vaticanus.  Now  our  author, 
in  conjun£tion  with  many  eminent  critics^  admits  that  the 
Vatican  manufcript  is  more  ancient  than  the  Alexan* 
drine;  it  is  likewife  admitted  that  the  former  contains 
more  of  the  antehexaplarian  text  than  the  latter.  If  then 
this  progreffion  be  found  to  continue,  and  the  confor- 
mity between  the  Septuagint  and  the  Greek  Teftamcnt 
increafes  in  proportion  as  the  antiquity  of  the  MSS.  de- 
creafes,  no  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  the  fufpicion  is 
grounded.  . 

9.  I  have  here  preferved  the  words  of  theEnglifh  ver- 
fion,  as  they  are  a  correct  tranflation  of  the  original,  but 
our  author  renders  the  paflage  as  follows,  ^  In  that  day 
a  root,  which  remained  in  Jeffe,  fliall  become  a  tree, 
which  fhall  ferve  as  a  fign  to  the  tribes  of  Ifrael:  the 
Gentiles  fhall  have  recourfe  to  it,  as  to  an  oracle/  This 
laft  phrafe  he  explains  as  if  the  prophet  had  in  view  a 
facred  tree,  under  which  oracles  were  given. 

10.  If  the  Seventy  had  iitff^ib  in  their  Hebrew  Bible, 
as  our  author  fuppofes,  it  would  have  been  ftill  inaccu- 
rate to  have  rendered  the  word  by  «px"^  ^^  ^^^  literal 
tranflation  is  etpx'^y%  K^B^i  fignifying  princeps.  If  D3p 
be  the  genuine  reading,  they  were  probably  led  to  the 
tranflation  by  the  circumftance,  that  a  military  enfign  is 
a  token  of  authority. 

11.  The  tranflation  of  1{!^1T  by  £Xw»«fl-»  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  totally  erroneous,  for  if  I  have  recourfe  to  any- 
one for  afliflarice,  it  implies  that  I  have  confidence  in 
him. 

>  • 
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ig.  The  truth  of  this  conclufion  depends  on  the  fup* 
pofition  chat  our  author  himfelf  is  not  noiftdken,  either 
in  the  tranflation  From  the  Hebrew,  or  in  the  ftatement 
of  £rnefti*8  hypotheHs. 

13.  This  is  a  refinement,  which  feems  to  be  wholly 
ungrounded.     No  one  in  reading  Rom.  xv.  ii.  ai»iiTi 

can  fuppofe  that  navrtf  0%  Xaa  has  reference  to  the  twelve 
tribes  of  Ifrael  alone:  nor  is  it  probable  that  Ifaiah  in- 
tended to  confine  D^Dy  to  the  Jews  only^  This  at  lead 
is  certain,  that  the  word  is-  very  frequendy  applied  to 
other  nations  than  the  Ifraelites ;  tSif  is  rendered  by  tSr^^ 
in  above  an  hundred  inftances  in  the  Septuagint,  and 
on  the  contrary  ^IJ  is  in  feverai  places  rendered  by  Xao^. 

14.  The  Codex  Laudanus  3.  is  not  the  only  manu- 
fcript,  in  which  tbefe  words  are  found,  tl^ough  the  other^ 
are  iiot  fufficient  to  warrant  their  authenticity, 
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15.  Our  author  here  gives  an  account  of  the  princi- 
pal editions  of  the  Septuagint,  and  of  the  two  celebrated 
xnanufcripts,    the   Alexandrinus   and  Vaticanus,    from 
which  mod  of  them  have  been  taken.     He  cenfures  both 
of  thefe  manufcripts  as  having   been  altered  from  the 
Latin ;  but  the  former  has  been  fufEciently  vindicated 
by  Woide,  in  his  preface  to  the  Codex   Alexandrinus, 
and  fome  future  Woide  will  probably  refcue  the  honour 
of  the  Codex  Vaticanus.     It  is  extraordinarv  that  our 
author  fhould  refer  to  this  part  of  his  Orient.  Bibl.,  as  he 
has  entireljr  altered  his  fentiments  on  this  fubje6l,  as  wiU 
appear  in  the  chapter  relative  to  the  maniifcripts  pf  the 
Greek  Tcftament. 
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1-  Tom.  IV,  p.  I.  p,  392.  ed.  Mariianay, 
a.  Nocwithftanding  our  author  fubrcribes  to  the  opi- 
nion of  Jerom,  yet  whoever  compares  i  Cor.  ii.  9.  with 
IBiiah  Ixiv.  3,  will  find  that  the  two  paffages  have  very 
little  firiiUarity.  Thofe  who  wifli  to  be  perfuaded  of 
the  contrary,  may  confult  Drufius  in  parallela  facra, 
Tom.  VIII.  p.  1312.  of  theCritici  facri. 

3.  See  Fabricii  Codex  Pfeudepigraphus  Veteris  Tef- 
tamenti,  Tom,  L  p.  1072.  ed.  2''*. 

4.  Tom,  III.  p.  47^3.  ed;  Martianay, 
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5.  SeeBuxtorPfi  Lexicon  "Chal.  Talmud.  Rabbini* 
puro,  p.  94^,  946.  Mcufchen's  Novum  Teftamentura 
<ex  Talmude  illuftratum,  p.  212.  and  Fabricii  Codex 
Pfeudcpigrapbua  Veteris  Teftamenti^  Tom.  I.  p.  813* 
cd.  2'\ 

6.  Thefe  have  been  collefled  and  publiQied  by  Fa- 
bricius,  in  the  work  mentioned  in  the  preceding  Note, 
the  fecond  edition  of  which  was  publiihed  at  Han;iburg 
in  a  vols.  S""*.  in  17^9  and  1743. 

7.  See  Simon  Hiltoire  Critique  du  Texte  du  Vieux 
Teftament.  Liv.  I.  ch.  x4xl  Wajtoni  ProlegQmenoQ 
VII.  and  Hottinger's  Thefaurus  PhiMogicus,  p^  13^. 
where  the  Jews  ,are  refcued  from  the  charge  of  having 
wilfully  corrupted  the  Hebrew  Bible.  Their  ptipfoAnd, 
and  even  fuperftitious  veneration  for  every  letter,  in  the 
facred  writings  makes  the  accufation  bighiy  improbable; 
ithe  charge  was  conBned  by  the  fathers  tl^mfelves  to 
the  Septuagint  alone,  and  an  alteration  in  the  Hebrew 
would  have  been,  without  efiPefl  in  the  controverfy  ber 
tween  tb^  Chriftians  and  the  Jews,  as  the  former  weife 
(or  the  moft  part  ignorwt  of  that  language. 

PAGE 
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8*  This  appears  to  be  a  miftake  in  our  author.  See 
Note  ID.  to  ch.  iv.  fed.  ii.    . 

9.  This  conjedure  is  without  authority. 
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10.  The  Arabic  verb  ybi  fignifies  pulcher  Tuit,  and 
benedixit,  but  neither  it,  nor  any  of  its  derivatives,  is 
applied  in  the  Lexicon  Heptaglotton  in  the  manner 
which  our  author  relates.  The  Hebrew  'IVJ  is  fo  far 
from  expreffing  any  opprobrious  or  difguftful  idea,  that 
it  fignifies  fervavit,  and  hence  many  critics  have  ex* 
plained  the  word  Nazarene,  as  equivalent  to  Saviour. 

11.  The  fubftantive  *i)rj  fignifies  furculus,  iior  does 
it  in  itfelf,  or  without  the  addition  of  an  epithet,  convey 
the  leaft  notion  of  uncleannefs. 

12.  See  Note  ii.  to  chap,  iv^  fed.  ii. 

13.  The  fame  explanation  is  given  by  Or.  Sykes,  in 
his  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  p.  225. 

14.  If  a  Chaldee  paraphrafe  had  the  term  Nazarene, 
Ifaiah  liii.  12.  it  muft  have  been  one  that  is  no  longer  in 
exiftence.     The  conjeBure  is  highly  improbable. 
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15.  The  words  of  Jerom  are,  Legi  nuper  in  quodam 
Hebraico  volumine,  quod  Nazarenac  fedas  mihr  He* 
braeus  obtulit,  Hieremiae  Apocryphum,  in  quo  base  ad 
verbum  fcripta  reperi.  Hiefonymi  Comment,  in  Mat- 
thaeum,  Tom.  IV.  P.  L  p.  J34.  ed  Martiariay.  See 
alfo  Fabricii  Codex  Pfeudepigraphus,  Tom.  I.  p.  1102 
— 1116.  ed,  2'*. 

i6.  Our  author  gives  here  an  extra£i  from  a  letter, 
which  he  had  received  from  the  learned  Woide,  dated 
Jan,  28'\  1773.  Woide  had  found  in  the  Bodleian 
library  a  Coptic  I^8ionarium,  in  which  the  two  leflbns, 
appointed  for  the  morning  fervice  on  the  Saturday 
in  Paffion  Week,  were  taken,  the  one  from  Jeremiah; 
the  other  from  Matthew  xxvii,  1 — 14.     The  firft  lefTon 

has 
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%as  the  following  paflage,  ^  Jeremiah  fpake  again  to 
Pafhur,  ye  and  your  fathers  have  refilled  the  truth,  and 
your  fons,  which  fliali  come  after  you,  will  commit  more 
grievous  fins  than  ye.  For  they  will  give  the  price  of 
him  that  is  valued,  and  do  injury  to  him  that  maketh 
the  fick  whole,  and  forgiveth  iniquity*  And  they  will 
take  thirty  pieces  of  filver,  the  price  which  the  children 
of  Ifrael  have  given.  They  have  given  them  for  the 
potter's  field,  as  the  Lord  hath  commanded.  And  thus 
fhall  be  fpoken.  The  fentence  of  eternal  punjfhment 
ihall  fall  upon  them,  and  upon  their  children,  becaufe 
they  have  (hed  innocent  blood.' 

To  this  extras  from  our  author's  Orient.  Bibl.  may 
be  added,  that  Woide  difcovered  the  fame  paflage, 
though  with  fome  trifiing  varieties,  in  a  Coptic  MS. 
preferved  in  the  library  of  St.  .Germain,  end  there 
marked  N\  51.  among  the  Oriental  MSS.  in  folio. 
The  account  is  given,  p.  14 — 19.  of  his  effay  on  the 
Egyptian  verfions  of  the  Bible,  printed  in  1778,  in  the 
third  volume  of  the  Kielifche  Beytrage.  He  obferves 
in  the  fame  place,  that  the  Oxford  MS.,  from  which 
he  tranQated  the  paflage  communicated  to  our  author, 
is  the  Codex  Huntingtonianus  5.  and  that  it  js  written, 
not  in  the  Coptic,  but  in  the  Sahidic  dialed.  He  adds, 
that  the  paflage  muft  have  flood  in  both  verfions  at  the 
beginning  of  Jeremiah  xx.  The  fame  paflage  is  like- 
wife  quoted  by  Tuki,  in  his  Rudimenta  Linguae  Cop- 
ticae,  p.  295.  as  taken  from  Jeremiah  xx.  4. 
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1.  Our  author  gives  here  an  account  of  a  maaufcript 
of  the  Hebrew  Bible,  preferved  in  the  library  of  the 
Landgrave  of  Hcfle  Caflel,  which  he  himfelf  collated 
for  Kennicott.  In  this  manufcript  the  fir  A  pfalm  is  not 
numbered^  but  is  placed  as  a  kind  of  preface  to  the 

hook 
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book  of  PfaliD«9  and  that  which  is  ufuallf  noted  Pfaim 
a.  or  3,  is  here  marked  {(• 

8.  Luke  xic.  37.  Mark  xii.  26.  fvi  rnt  Pal*  fignifies 
^  in  ihe  fcdion  relating  to  the  burning  bufhp*  which  ac* 
cording  10  the  modern  divifion,  is  the  third  chapter  of 
Exodus.  Rom.  xi.  a.  »  Hxif  fignifies  ^  in  the  fedion 
in  which  the  adions  of  Elias  are  recorded,'  which  forms 
at  prefent  the  17*^  i8*S  and  19*^  ch^ter  of  ihe  firft 
book  of  Kings. 

FACE  a45» 

3.  I  know  not  why  our  author  has  writtcm  r«fvac 
«h;1«»,  fince  I  Mace.  vii.    17.   it  is  r«fx«c  os-mw.     The 

whole  paflage  is  Xa^xa;  •riiMr  eu  aai  *tf$ctla  «v1i»>  ifcx*** 

aiuxXw  li^mAXnfA^  'and  is  taken  from  Pfalfii  Ixxviii.  3. 
(Ixxix.  in  the  Hebrew),  with  exception  to  ra^xa^  •r>fl#»9 
which  is  in  the  preceding  verfe,  and  is  governed  of  f3i»1#. 
Now  our  author  muft  mean  that  the  conftnidion  is  im* 
perfed,  becaufe  t&firla  is  omitted ;  but  i(  is  evident  thai 
the  author  of  the  book  of  Maccabees  intended  that  no 
verb  Chould  be  underftood,  and  that  he  referred  ilfx^'* 
to  cAfxAf,  as  well  as  to  aif^a^  which  is  indeed  an  im- 
propriety of  language,  but  no  defeQ  in  grammatical 
conftru^ion. 

^  In  thefe  paflagesj  where  St.  Paul  quotes  xx  svi^ 

Ciis-fif  alone,  pur  author  fuppofes  that  the  Apoftle  leaves 
is  readers  to  fupply  what  follows,  £xod.  xx.  17.  ax 
•iViOvfixiriif  T9»  y^ptuKa  tx  uXrcff  itb'  xx  i xiSupxriif  t9»  01x109 
H*  r«  A. 

5.  The  verb  touu,  which  is  exprefled  Deut.  xxx, 
14.  whence  Si.  Paul  has  taken  the  paOage  in  queftion, 
belongs  to  t«k  X'^^*'  '^^^  ^^  '^  ^^  \t^k  a  matter  of  doubt, 
whether  it  can  with  propriety  be  referred  to  fOfAoSi  and 
uoLfitou  In  the  Hebrew  it  is  evident  that  ^nfffjf/  has  no 
immediate  reference  to  the  words  expreflive  of '  mouth' 
and  ^  heart/  which  are  no  inftruments  of  a8ion. 

6.  In  the  note,  to  which  our  author  refers,  he  gives 
^rrcifely  the  fame  explanation  as  he  has  here  given. 

FAGS 
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7«  It  is  true  that  aum  avroi;  v»f  tfAH  haSruKn  is  found 
ITaiah  lix.  21.  and  oturn  yi  t^a^nxn  fA«,  Jeremiah  xxxi.  33. 
(in  the  Greek  xxxviii.)  but  the  clauJe  orav  afiXt^fAm  rag 
mfAafTictg  avrm  is  in  neither  of  thofe  paflfages. 

8.  The  addition  of  trao-i  toij  i^yttn  to  xXuS-uo-fTon  by 
no  means  determines  the  fenfe  of  oixoc  /t**,  fo  as  to  con- 
fine it  to  that  of «  Court  of  the  Gentiles/ 

9.  There  is  fo  little  fimilarity  between  Luke  i.  17. 
and  Malachi  iv.  6.  that  it  is  difficult  to  determine  what 
is  retained,  or  what  is  omitted. 

10.  Our  author  here  obferves  that  St.  Paul,  Heb.  ii. 
13.  quotes  Ifaiah  viii.  18.  in  the  concife  Rabbinical 
method,  leaving  a  part  to  be  fupplied  by  his  readers. 


CHAPTER     VI. 

V 

or    THE    YARIOUS    READINGS   OF    THE     NBW   TESTAMENT. 

S    E    C    T.      I. 
PAGE    246.      ^ 

1.  A  very  excellent  diflettation  on  the  original  manu- 
fcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftaraent  may  be  feen  in  Grief- 
bach's  Hiftoria  Textus  Epiilolarum  Paulinarum,  fe£t.  ii« 
p.  41 — 72.  publilhed  at  Jena  in  1777,  4*^ 

PAGE    248. 

2.  The  title  of  this  work  is,  Ulphilae  verfionem  Go- 

thicam  nonnuUorum  capiium  epiftolae  Pauli  ad  Roma- 

nos,  e  litura  codicis  cujufdara  MSti.  refcripti  in  GueU 

pherbytana  bibliothec&  adfervati  dat  foras  F.  A.  Kniitel, 

Brunfvigas  1763,  4*^ 

3.  The 
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3.  The  German  title  of  this  book  is,  Verfuch  einef 
Erlautening  einer  alten  Spur  der  Gothifchei]  Ueberiet-^ 
z'ung. 

PAGE  14^. 

4.  Our  author  is  miftaken  in  fuppofing  that  ^fx^'^^ 
as  well  as  af;^«ioK)  is  found  in  this  paffage.  It  is  true 
that  in  Pearfon's  edition,  though  not  in  Le  Clerc's^ 
«;X^»oK  is  in. the  text,  a(^uo$g  a  marginal  reading;  but 
for  «fX"*>  which  occurs  twice,  there  is  no  various  read- 
ing, and  For  that  reafon  »fx,^mg  was  not  admitted  inta 
the  text  by  Cotelier.  In  tl^e  latter, part  of  this  quotation 
from  Ignatius  our  author  follows  Pearfon's  text,  which 
differs  from  Le  Clerc's. 

» 
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5.  This  quotation  is  taken  from  the  fifth  chapter  of 
the  epiftle  of  Ignatius  to  the  Philadelphians,  Vol.  II« 
p.  82.  ed.  Le  Clerc.  But  the  firft  part  of  that,  which 
immediately  foUows,  muft  be  a  paraphrafe  of  our  author,, 
for  if  we  except  the  words  r^Aai  110*1  xai  rafoi  »cx^mv,  t^* 
•<c  ytyfotwlon  iAov9¥  ovofAolot  viKfup  uy^fmfrmy  which  are  in 
the  fixth  chapter  of  this  epiftle,  there  is  nothing  which 
correfponds  in  the  original. 

6.  The  diflertations  of  J.  E.  J.  Walch,  which  were 
firft  publiflied  feparately,  were  colleded  and  printed  in 
3  vols.  4**.  at  Jena,  in  1756,  1759,  1761.  Lardner, 
in  his  Credibility  of  the  Gofpel  Hiftory,  Vol.  Il,  p.  167, 
ed.  of  1788,  Simon,  in  his  Hift.  Grit,  du  Texte  du 
N.  T.  ch.  iv.  and  Griefbach,  in  his  Hiftoria  Textus 
Epiftolarum  Paulinarum,  fe£t.  ii.  §.  5.  are  of  a  different 
opinion. 

PAGE   252. 

7.  Vid.  Semleri  Commentarii  de  antique  Chriftiano* 
rum  ftatu,^  §  22. 

SECT. 
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SECT.       II. 
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1.  But  is  it  not  pofTible  that  the  afAA^uf  and  arfifuroi, 
of  which  St.  Peter  fpeaks,  were  inhabitants  of  thofe 
cities,  to  which  the  refpeflive  epiftles  were  addrefled?  If 
fo,  an  inference  to  the  contrary,  from  thefe  premifes 
alone,  is  ungrounded. 

PAGE   255. 

2.  Our  author  feems  here  to  confound  ancient  with 
modern  times,  in  which  the  learned,  as  a  recompenfe  of 
their  labours,  enjoy  the  exclufive  privilege  of  publifhing 
their  own  works.     But  it  is,  highly  improbable  that  St. 
Paul  was  in  this  fituation,  who  having  no  other  obje6l 
in  view  than  to  propagate  the  Chriftian  religion,  inftead 
of  referving  to  himfelf  the  right  of  diftributing  copies, 
would  rather  have  promoted  their  diftribution  in  the 
higheft  pofEble  degree.     See  Col.  iv.  i6.     Our  author 
fpeaks  likewife  of  the  publication  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles 
as  of  the  edition  of  a  modern  volume,  whereas  it  is  mod 
reafonable  to  fuppofe^  that  they  were  gradually  commu- 
nicated from  fociety  to  fociety,  and  that  many  years 
elapled,  before  they  formed  a  fingle  and  complete  col- 
leftion.     Nor  does  the  hypothefis  of  St.  Paul's  being 
his  own  editor  folve  the  diflBculty,  which  arifes  from  the 
fuppofition  of  bis  having  written  a  great  number  of  epif- 
tles, befide  thofe  which  are  now  extant;  iince  in  chat 
cafe  no  reafon  can  be  afligned  why  the  Apoftle,  in  the 
publication  of  his  own  works,  (hould  have  confined  the 
number  to  thirteen  only. 

3.  Our  author's  conjefturc,  that  the  fpurious  epiftles, 
againft  which  St.  Paul  warns  the  Theflalonians,  were 
not  addrefled  to  that  community,  becaufe  the  impofture 
would  have  been  too  glaring,ls  highly  probable.  But 
the  infere.nce,  which  he  thence  deduces,  feems  by  no 
means  to  be  warranted  by  thefe  premifes  alone.     The 

fpurious 
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fpurious  Tpiftles,  to  which  the  Apoftle  alludes,  were 
probably  addrefled  either  to  the  Chriftians  in  general, 
or  to  fome  community  at  a  diftance  from  Theflalonica, 
m  order  to  conceal  the  fraud :  and  the  mark  of  diftinc* 
tion,  which  is  given  2  Thefll  iii.  17.  O  m€wm^f^f  rj  t^ 
^^rif I  n«uX»y  •  ir*  ff'iTfftfiw  fy  wdtn  iwtfXn^  was  intended,  as 
a  proof  of  audienlicity  in  the  originals  themfelves.  That 
every  tranfcript,  which  was  communicated  from  focietj 
to  fociely  throughout  the  Chriftian  world,  was  figned  by 
St.  Paul,  in  the  fame  manner  as  modern  treatifes  are 
fometimcs  figned  by  the  editor  or  bookfeller,  in  order  to 
prevent  an  illegitimate  edition,  is  not  only  improbable 
in  itfelf,  but  unwarranted  by  the  paflage,  to  which  our 
author  refers. 

PAGE    256. 

4.  On  the  fuppofition  that  thefe  fingle  copies  had  no 
errata,  but  this  our  author  himfelf  denies. 

5.  Griefbach,  in  his  Hiftoria  Textiis  £pift.  Paulin, 
fe6)«  ii.  ^  12.  is  of  opinion  that  the  coUeQion  of  epifties, 
called  by  the  ancients,  0  «vofox«c,  and  ro  avoroAixo*,  was 
not  made^ill  after  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr.  See  alfo 
Senileri  Hid.  £cclef.  feleda  capita,  Tom.  L  p.  18,  19. 
and  Semleri  Commentarii  hiftorici  de  antiquo  Chriflia* 
norum  ftatu,  Tom«  I.  p.  35 — ^39.  On  the  other  fide 
of  the  queftion,  fee  Mofheim  de  r^bus  Chriftianoriim 
ante  Conftantinum  M.  p«  87.  Mill,  in  his  Prolego- 
mena, $.  cxcv.  fuppofes  it  to  have  been  made  in  the 
fecond  century^  though  earlier  than  Grielbach  con* 
jedures. 

6.  The  antiquity  of  the  old  Syriac  verfion  of  the  New 
Teftament  will  be  examined  in  the  following  chapter : 
but  the  opinion^  that  it  was  written  fo  early  as  the  firft 
century,  is  fupported  by  arguments, '  that  are  rather  fpe* 
cious,  than  real. 
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1.  See  Bifhop  Waifon's  Trad^,  Vol.  III.  p»  aSj— • 
289. 

,  PAGE    26a 

2.  Even  the  learned  and  judicious  Whitby,  in  his 
Examen  variantium  ledionum  N.  T.  Milliani,  exprefles 
fon^e  anxiety  at  (he  immenfe  number  of  various  read« 
ings,  which  had  been  produced  by  Mill,  and  which  are 
faid  to  amount  to  thirty  thoufand.  But  the  necellity  of 
criticifm  in  the  itudy  of  the  Greek  Teftament  was  at 
that  time  not  fo  generally  admitted,  as  at  prePent. 

S    E    C    T.      IV, 

f 

PAGE    263. 

1.  Our  author  gives  hereao  account  of  the  two  ma- 
nufcripts  of  Cefar  de  MiiTy,  twith  a  catalogue  of  their 
various  readings;  but  a  tranflation  of  his  defcription  be^ 
longs  not  to  the  prefentiplace^  but  to  the  chapter  rela- 
tive to  the  manufcript^of  the  Greek  Teftament. 

S     E     C     T.       V. 
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1.  See  the  Remarks  on  a  late  Bifcourfe  on  Free 
Thinking  by  Phileutherus  Lipfienfis,  (Bentley)  §  xxxii* 
p.  63 — 68.  ed.  J'\  London  1716. 
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2.  But  our  author  bimfelf  adiniu  that  no  MS.  of  the 
Hebrew  Bible  is  now  extant,  that  is  not  'more  i&iodfcrn 
than  the  Mafora  :«>aYid,  a^  the  Je)wa  have  invaridsly  con*- 
fidered  this  as  an  i4ifaUible  text,:no  dbubt  can  *be  madt 
that  the  •  manufcripiis,  which  ate  no  win*  our'  poffeffion, 
were  rirguiated  by  thai  standard.    Nor  have  Kenmcou 

I  i  and 
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and  De  Roffi,  with  all  their  learned  labours^  been  able 
to  difcovet  variatiotis,  which  juftify  a  contrary  opinion. 
3*  The  charge  laid  to  the  Jews  by  the  ancient  fathers 
related  rather  to  the  Greek  verfion,  than  the  Hebrew 
ori^ttiaL 

PACK  &65. 

4.  Our  author  here  reviews  &r.  Kennicott's  edition 
of  the  Bible,  from  which  he  produces  a  variety  of  ex- 
trafts ;  but  as  the  original  is  acceftible  to  crery  reader> 
an  abftra£t  in  tjiefe  notes  would  be  ufelefs. 

TAGt  266. 

5.  Thefe  laws  have  been  given  by  Wetftein  with  great 
clearnefs  and  precifion,  lA  his  AnimadverGones  et  Cau- 
tiones,  printed  at  the  end  of  his  Greek  Teftainent,  Vol.  H. 
p.  659 — 874.  This,  with  fonie  other  fmall  treatifes  of 
Wetftein,  was  pubUihed  at  Halle  in  1766,  with  Dr. 
Semler's  Notes  and  Addittons,  under  the  title  Wetftenii 
Lfbelli  ad  crifin  atque  imefpretationem  Noari  Tefta- 
memu  It  is  a  publication  which  flioold  be  in  the  hands 
of  every  critic, 

6.  Our  author  here  revicwy  Dr.  Scmler's  Latin  para- 
phrafe  of  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John,  and  accedes  to  his  opi*- 
nion  that  John  v.  4.  is  fpurious.  Griefbach,  in  his  Greek 
Teftament,  exprefles  likewife  the  fame  opinion. 

7.  Our  author  is  not  accurate  in  (aying  that  no  vari- 
ous reading  has  been  found  to  tbofe  paifages ;  for  John 
i  f«  inftead  of  Bi9t  the  Cod.  Stephani  n,  and  Gregory  of 
Nyfla  have  •  5i«f :  on  the  other  hand,  Rom.  ix.  5.  fbmc 
of  the  fathers  have  quoted  without  ^mh*  See  Wetftein 
and  Griefbach  in  loco. 

FAGK  a67. 

8«r  AdiftinfHoahas  Uke wife  been  aaa^  between  vft#4i 
y^fn  and  war*  «  )y)nfi>  sr  TUn.  iti.  V^<  Set  Simon 
HiA.  crit.  du  mnm  du.N.  T.  ch.  23.  Again  in  the 
Xame  p^tbge  die  omifiion  of  the  coo^ ujndion  x«i»  though 
uiv»ialiaitfel4  makes  a.material  altcraUon  in  die  lenfe, 
i'l'  •  .  as 
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is  in  that  cafe  iit>w¥iPfo^  denotes  a  qilalificatioii  ofyfotfn^ 
inftead  of  being  its  predicate^ 

S     E     C     t;       Vllh 
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I.  This  fe£lton  Confifts  of  two  in  the  Oerttidn  origin 
nal,  which  I  have  thrown  into  one  for  the  fake  df  per^ 
fpicurty^  in  order  that  a  fingle  and  feparate  fe6lion'  might 
be  allotted  to  each  of  the  five  caiifes  of  various  readings. 

2."  Particular  attention  muft  be  paid  to  the  claufe  ^  to 
which  in  other  refpefls  no  objeftion  caii  be  niade;^  fot 
if  foh'd  obje£lions  cah  be  made  to  any  word^  its  omif- 
fion,  though  fupporced  by  the  authority  of  only  a  (ingle 
tnanufcript,  is  worthy  of  notice^  efpecrally  if  that  manu« 
fcfipt  be  ancient  and  corre£l. 

;}•  In  this  cafe  the  right  to  a  place  among  the  vitfious 
readings  increafes  in  proportion  as  the  manufcripts^  which 
agree  in  the  omifGon,  differ  in  age^  country,  clafs,  or^  as^ 
fiengel  expreffes  it,  family. 

PAGE  jsyfl. 

4.  Of  this  omiflion  no  notice  was,  or  could  be  takeh 
by  Mill,  Welftein,  of  Griefbach,  as  the  Fragmencutti 
fiorgianum  has  not  been  in  Europe  more  than  thirteen 
years.  Profelfor  Hwiid  collated  it  in  Rome,  and  com* 
munictted  its  principal  readings  to  our  authon 

5.  Our  author  has  here  enumerated  the  twelve  ex- 
amples, which  JCnittel  has  obferved  ih  his  munufcript  of 
the  Revelation,  viz.  ch.  ii.  2.  vii.  6.  viii.  7.  ix.  1.  x.  6* 
jti.  9.xviit.  21*  xx^  5*  xxi*  11.  12.  15.  xxii.  6. 

64  Our  author  gives  here  a  catalogue  of  inftancesy  in 
which  words  and  fentences  are  omitted,  propter  •/xoioh- 
Ai»l0v  in  the  Caflel  manufcript  of  the  Hebrew  Bible. 
They  amount  to  n6t  lefs  than  eighty. 
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7.  For  that  very  reafon  it  is  a  matter  of  doubt,  whe- 
ther the  principle  of  ah  tuAoiotiXtvlov  can  be  applied  to 

I  i  2  the 
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the  above-^nentioned  paflage,  Maith.  xxvii.  35..  which 
our  author  defends,  in  oppofilton  to  Wetftetnand  Grief- 
bach.  For  the  manufcripts,  in  which  the  paflage  is  omit- 
ied|  are  not  only  by  far  the  moft  numerous,  but  the  mod 
ancient^  and  differ  in  age,  country,  and  charafier;  where- 
as the  twelve,  in  which  it  is  found,  are  of  a  much  inferior 
rank,  and  nearly  of  the  fame  clafs,  not  to  mention  that 
the  omilCon  is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  the  moft 
ancient  verfions.  That  an  interpolated  paflage  (hould 
end  with  the  fame  word,  as  the  fentence,  after  which  it 
is  inferted,  is  at  leaft  poflible,  and  this  poflibility  alone 
is  fufficient  to  defeat  the  argument  for  its  authenticity 
derived  from  an  o/KoiolfAiuloir,  when  we  confider  the  great 
authorities  which  pronounce  againft  it.  That  the  for* 
roulcj  with  which  the  quotation  from  the  Pfalms  is  intro- 
duced, Matth.  xxvii.  35.  is  different  from  that  ufed  by 
Sr.  fohn,  ch.  xix.  24.  may  be  explained  on  the  iuppofi- 
tion,  that  the  interpolator,  in  order  to  conceal  the  fraud, 
altered  the  formule  by  defign  agreeably  to  Matth.  xiii.  35. 
It  may  at  the  fame  time  be  obferved,  that  the  application 
of  the  title  tarpo^luc  to  David  is  not  peculiar  to  St.  Mat- 
thew, for  when  the  ancient  Jews  fpake  of  the  Law  and 
the  prophets,  they  included  the  book  of  Pfalms  under 
the  latter  title,  and  St.  Luke,  A£ls  ii.  30.  exprefsly  cplls 
David  i^pcfiflic  nor  has  St.  Matthew  given  him  this 
title  more  than  once. 

8.  See  BengePs  Apparatus  Criticus,  p.  676.   2',  edit. 
But  the  principle  of  an  homoeoteleuton  is  wholly  inappli- 
cable to  1  John  V.  7.  independently  of  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence that  is  brought  againft  it.     For  if  the  original 
text  in  this  paffage  had  been  that  of  our  common  printed 
editions,  and  a  tranfcriber  in  the  hurry  of  copying  had 
been  guilty  of  an  omiilion,  propter  homoeoteleuton,  he 
would  have  left  out  the  fecond  fAufv^aylt^^  with  all  the 
words  which  lie  between  it  and  the  firft  ^aftufsflfi,  but 
would  have  retained  n  ty  ^^y,  which  come  afier  the  fe- 
cond lAetftvpailtq^     The  text  therefore,  which  would  have 
arifen  from  an  omiflion,  propter  homoeoteleuton,  is  the 
followiflgi  Oil  rpur  ii^iv  9t  f»9tflvfnlu  IV  rn  711,  Ta  vnufM^^ 
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Kfti  TO  vi»f^  ttoti  TO  aifA«.  Now  as  this  reading  is  found 
in  no  manufcript  either  ancient  or  modern,  or,  in  other 
words,  as  the  effeft,  which  muft  have  been  produced  by 
an  omiffion,  propter  homceoteleuton,  has  never  taken 
placcj  it  follows  that  the  caufe  likewife  itfelf  did  never 
exift. 

PACK  175. 

9.  The  origin  of  this  reading  in  the  Fragmentum  Bor- 
gianum  may  be  explained  on  other  principles.  The 
Cod.  Cant,  has  OXAOrOTNAKOTSANTES,  and  if  'the 
Borgian  fragment  was  copied  from  a  MS.  which  had  tills 
reading,  the  tranfcriber  omitted  the  N. 

10.  This  IS  an  overfight:  our  author  means  the  Cla- 
romontanus,  and  the  miftake  arofe  from  the  circum- 
llance  that  Wetftein  has  noted  both  manufcripts  by  the 
letter  D. 
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11.  As  that  ibr  indance  John  vii.  40.  where  for  woX* 
Aoi  w  tK  T3  oy^^iH  xxna-aiHt^  the  Cod.  Cant,  has  voXAoi  n  t» 

la.  Our  author  has  here  priated  a  letter  which  he 
had  received  from  Profeffor  Adler,  at  that  time  in  Rome. 
The  principal  part  of  the  letter  relates  to  the  Philoxe- 
nian  verfion  ;  but  in  the  page,  to  which  reference  is  here 
made,  is  given  a  lift  of  orthographical  errors  in'the  cele- 
brated Codex  Vaticanus,  and  two  other  Vatican  manu- 
fcripts, N*.  354  and  1548,  which  had  been  communi- 
cated to  Adler  by  ProfeHor  Birch  of  Copenhagen,  who 
was  at  the  fame  time  in  Rome  collating;  manufcripts  for 
his  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament.    The  orthographical 
errors  in  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  arifing  from  what  is  called 
the  Itacifm,  amount  to  twenty  nine  in  the  eight  firft 
chapters  of  Sr.  Matthew,  of  which  only  a  coliaiion  is 
here  given  ;  but  it  is  unncceffary  to  (pecify  them  at  pre- 
fent,  as  they  m^y  be  feen  in   Birch's  Greek  Teftament, 
the  firft  volume  of  which  is  already  publiQied  under  the 
following  title,  Quatuor  Evangelia  Graece,  cum  varian* 
tibus  a  textu  lettionibus  Cod.  MSB.  Bibliotbecse  Vati* 

1  i  3  canae, 
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cans,  BarberioaC)  LaureniiaiMry  Vindobonenfis,  Efeoria* 
lenfisy  Havnieafis  regiflc,  quifout  accedaat  Icdtones  iFer-» 
(onum  Syrarum,  Veteris,  PhiloxenianCy  et  Hierofolf* 
mitanas,  juflu  et  fumptibus  regpis  edidk  Andreas  Birch* 
Havinas  17889  fol.  et  4^.  The  prhiciple  execUeQce  of 
thtf  fplendid  work  confifts  in  the  complete  extrafis, 
which  are  given  from  the  moft  important  manufcript  per- 
bfip4  cxifting,  which  before  the  time  of  this  learned 
editor  had  been  very  imperfedly  collated. 

13.  In  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVL  p.  164.  our  author 
reviews  Profeffor  White's  edition  of  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
fion  of  the  four  Gofpelsi  publifhed  at  Oxford  in  17^779 
and  ta^es  notice  in  particular  of  feveral  orthographical 
errors  in  the  Greek  readings,  written  in  the  margin  of 
the  manufcript,  from  which  the  edition  was  printed* 
They  relate  chiefly  to  a  confulion  of  0  with  m  and  fi  with 
119  but  it  is  unneceflary  to  produce  particular  examples, 
as  the  edition  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  is  acceffible  to 
every  reader.  Vol.  XVII  I.  p.  173.  our  author  has  print* 
ed  a  fecood  letter  from  jProfeflor  Adler,  dieted  Rome, 
Nov.  1,  17811  in  which  he  gives  an  account  of  a  manu- 
fcript of  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  which  is  much  more 
'correal  in  the  marginal  Greek  readings,  thgn  that  pre« 

fented  by  Mr.  Ridley  to  the  umverfity  of  03(.ford9  and 
from  which  it  appears  that  the  errors  of  the  Oi^ford  ma« 
nufcript  are  not  to  be  afcribed  to  the  editor,  Thoipas  of 
Heraclea.  For  a  defcription  of  this  MS.  fee  Adier's 
Verftones  Syriacas,  p.  64,  6^. 

14.  The  Itacifm  confifts  in  pronouncing  n  like  1,  to 
both  of  which  letters  the  modern  Greeks  give  the  found 
of  the  Italian  |  or  the  ^ngUOi  e. 

PAQE     277. 

15.  The  fubftitution  of  xfvf f  for  xs^ch  may  be  alfo 
e^lained  on  the  principle  of  a  paronomafiaj;  for  Ctement 
of  Alexandria  (Stromac  Lib.  II.  fe£t  ^•)  fays,  «1««»  •§ 

IK  XlS*fO¥  Vfiriffujcelfc  ^^fP^  Tf  ucm  x«(  AfypvU*.       It  muft 

be  acknowledged  however  that  this  very  par0Bomafia 
implies  4  fimil^rity  of  the  founds  of  11  and  i>  \ 

16.  Though 
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t6.  Though  our  author  tppeitrs to  difer  from  Woi(}^ 
in  his  muner  of  explaining  ibe  onhogrApbi^^l  er/(0t9>T9f 
the  Codex  AlexAndrinjtts,  yet  in  bSi  ih^Stcminmx  mtimi 
both  agree.  Woide  faysi  in  the  paragraph  co  which  aw 
author  alkuies,  ^  Jan  brevi  et  plant  dbnonftration^  par 
lebii  elibris  iEgypiiacis,  qui  nobif  fup^rfuot^.  ^gypiio^ 
m$  uti.E,  et  f  uii  Ml  proouodaik/  jOor  author  likiewiifB 
accooots  for  chefe  errors  from  a  want  of  proper  difti«€- 
tion  iti  the  mannor  of  pronouncing :.  buiinftead  of  isall-* 
ing  it  Egyptian  pronunciation,  asrit  waa  not  confined  <o 
Egypt  alone,  the  fame  errors  being  found  in  manuferipta 
not  written  in~that  country,  ufcs  the  term  Itacifm,  taken 
in  the  Qioft  extenfive  fenfe  of  the  word. 

17,  It  is  well  known  that  after  the  time  of  the  Ptplcv 
inie$  the  ancient  Egyptian  language  was  written  with 
Greek  letters^  the  inhabitants  of  that  country  adopting 
the  Greek  alphabet,  to  which  however  they  added  eight 
letters  of  their  own,  as  being  e^preffive  of  founds  to 
which  none  exactly  correfponded  in  the  Greek.  Sec 
Montfaucon*s  Pal^ographia  Graeca,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  7.  or 
Pjdymi  Grammdtica  Coptica,  p.  3^-7^42^ 
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i&  Others  again  li,  for  inftance  ihi  Claromontanus 
a  prim&  manu,  though  tu  ex  emendatione. 

1^  Wetftein  has  quoted  four  ihanufcripts  for  a^lu- 
fraf,  to  which  Griefbagh  has  added  two  others^  but  of 
thefe  (ix  the  Codex  Alex,  is  the  only  one  of  great  anti- 
quity. 

20.  Griefbach  has  taken  ii  Jf,  Rom.  ii.  17.  into  the 
text  of  his  edition. 

21.  The  Hebrew  text,  Job  xxxiv.  17.  differs  fo  ma- 
terially from  that  of  the  Septuagint,  that  it  is  difficult  to 
determine  whether  it  decides  for  ih  or  u  it.  Perhaps 
our  author  means  v.  i6.  where  itt  likewife  occurs,  which 
undoubtedly  ought  to  be  u  Ji,  becaufe  the  Hebrew  is 

22.  Our  author  Ihould  rather  have  (aid  four  Codices 
Graeco-Latini^  for  the  opprobrious  title  Codex  X»aiiiiir 

i  i  4  zaos 
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sant  lias  been  leli  frequenity  applied  fince  the  days  t>f 
Semlefi  Griefbacfa,  and  Woide^  than  in  the  beginning 
and  middle  oftheprefent  ceniury.  Thefe  bur  mana- 
fcripis  are  tbfe  Claromontanus,  SangemaneniU)  Augien- 
£s,  and  Boernerianusy  which  are  4!]ooced  by  Wetfteinfor 
A*  or4«#ri#Af )  but  ihat  learned  critjc  is  niiftaken»  at 
leaft  iwith  regard  ti^^ihe  Boernerianus,  whicb  has  4u  ufr«-» 
ra^^wbai^  thouehuhe  Latin  tranflation  written  over  the 
Greek  text  is  ruDditl  ettote.  Ste  'Matthai*s  edition  of 
the  Codex  Boerncrianus,  foU  1 7.  It  was  publtflied  at 
Meiflen  in  Saxony  in  1791^  4*^ 
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a  J,  Our  author  muft  here  be  underftood  not  of  thie 
Vulgate,  which  has  a  different  reading  from  that  which 
he  prefers,  but  of  the  Latin  vcrfion,  with  which  the  four 
above-mentioned  Codices^  Grseco-Latini  are  accompa- 
hied, 

24.  See  above,  Note  12.  The  examples  of  orthogra- 
phical errors  produced  by  our  author,  in  which  •  and  e^ 
arc  confounded  fn  the  celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus^ 
amount  to  four  only  in  the  Gofpet  of  St.  Matthew,  from 
which  alone  they  are  taken,  viz.  ch.  viii.  12.  igoSlf^oir. 
xiii.  15.  lao^ojMai.  ^5.  laxd^Sof.  xxiv.  15.  ifof.  But  the 
firll  and  third  examples,  if  they  are  not  errata  in  our 
author's  publication,  differ  not  from  the  common  read- 
ing. The  indances  of  a  fimilar  nature,  taken  from  the 
Cpdex  354,  are  confined  to  St,  Luke's  Gofpel,  and  are 
ch.  ii.  24.  Tfuyoiroi',  38.  aht^fAoXoyiHo.  ix'.  45.  ca^ovlai,  where 
there  is  likewife  an  error  arifing  from  the  Itacifm,  x.  19. 

iiSofAi,    xi.  25.  iXiw.    xiii.  3.  avwAiffSai.   xiv.  29.  of^teirlai. 
Xvi.    jj.   ^fiQfuXtlcy.   31,  Vfiff^no-ciyplai.    Xvji,   lO.  o^fiAofAfi^. 

xyiij,   ^.   ivovia^n,   xix.  3.  if;(^w/*ai.     From  th^^Codex 
1548  only  two  examples  of  this  kind  aie  given,  Luke 

>V.  32,  <».5T«AtoAof.  xix.  33.  tinaay. 

^Q.  See  above.  Note  ij. 
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26.  Here  is  an  erratum  which  I  have  not  been  able 
to  concft.  .     , 

27.  Our 
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27.  Our  author  here  quotes  p.  155.  of  Ptoletny's 
Geography,  without  mentioning  the  edition,  but  he  means 
that  which  was  publifhed  by  P.  Montanus  in  1605. 

28.  Our  author,  here  gives  extraQs  from  VeUbufen's 
Observations  on  Various  SubjeQs,  printed  in  London 
1773  :  but  as  the  original  is  acceffible  to  every  reader, 
a  tranflation  of  the  extrafls  is  unneceflary.* 
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29.  It  may  feem  extraordinary  that  our  author  (hould 
fpeak  of  a  tranflation  from  the   Hebrew  in  the  Greek 
apocryphal  book  of  Efdras  (that  is  in  the  firft  book  of 
Efdras  in  the  Apocrypha  of  the  Vulgate  and  the  modern 
verfions,  for  the  fecond  no  longer  exifts  either  in  the  He- 
brew or  in  the  Greek)as  this  book  is  generally  fuppofed 
not  to  have  exifted  in  a  Hebrew  original.     See  Gray's 
Key  to  the  Old  Teftament   and    Apocrypha,  p.  527. 
But  in  Eichhorn's  Allgemeine  Bibliothek,  or  Univerfal 
library    of  biblical    literature,    Vol.  I.    p.  178 — 232. 
there  is  a  very  excellent  eiTay,  from  which  it  appears  that 
the  Greek  book  of  Efdras,  though  not  a  literal  tranfla- 
tion, includes  the  Hebrew  Ezra,  with  a  part  of  Nehe- 
miah,  and  a  few  chapters  of  the  Chronicles.     Now  with 
refpeft  to  pOK  *3I1  which  our  author  fuppofes  to  have 
exifted  in  the  original  Efdras  v.  34.  it  is  at  the  utmoft  a 
probable  conjecture,  as  it  can  be  fupported  by  no  evi- 
dence.    In  the  Syriac  verfion,  which  would  afford  the 
beft  means  of  difcovering  the  truth,  there  is  unfortu- 
nately a  chafm  in  this  chapter  from  ver.  14.  to  ver.  40. 
The  Cod.  Vat.  has  aXA«/*,  the  Al.  aixm,  Breitinger's 
edition  aAAwi/,  the  Vulgate  Malmon.  If  the  lift  of  Jewifii 
familiies  enumerated  Efdras  v.  correfponds  to  that  given 
Ezra  ii.  the  thirty-fourth  verfeofihe  former  mufl  cor- 
refpond  to  the  fifty-feventh  verfe  of  the  latter,  but  here 
we  find  ^H  »J3,  to  which  no  various  reading  is  given  by 
either  Kennicottor  De  Rofli,  though  Amnion  is  a  mar- 
ginal reading  in  the  Englilh  verfion.     Yet  our  author's 
hypothefis  is  ingenious,  and  affords  a  folution  of  the 
different  readings  in  a  pafifagq^  where  a  proper  name  and 

not 
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not  an  adje£ttve  was  undoubccdljr  defigood  to  be  cif- 
pnefled. 

3CX  Our  author  has  here  inferted  a  letter  which  he  had 
received  from  Dr.  Lefs,  dated  Paris,  March  20,  1775. 
The  nanufcripty  in  which  he  foufid  it  difficult  in  many 
cafes  to  diftinguifli  fi  from  K,  and  H  firom  Nj  is  the  Codex 
Stephani  n. 
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31.  To  which  may  be  added  the  Codex  Cantabrigi* 
tutlis^  publilhcd  by  Df.  Kipling.    Various  fpecimens  of 
ancient  Greek  writing  may  be  alfo  feen  in  Pococke^a 
Greek  Infcrtptionss  Montfaucon*s  PalacQgraphia  GrKca^. 
and  Blanchioi  £vangeliarium  quadruplex, 

42.  This  reading  was  preferred  by  Wetftein :  aad 
Crie&ach  has  taken  it  into  the  text  of  bis  edition. 

33«  This  manufcript  is  noted  by  Grieihach  in  the  book 
of  Revelation,  Codex  go. 
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34*  For  the  reading  tXmrp,  fee  Mill  and  Griefbach,  as 
Wetftein  has  quoted  only  the  Cod.  Alexandrinus. 
35*  See  above  fed.  v.  Note  6. 

SECT.       IX. 
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1.  SeeMontfaucoD*sPalxographia  Grseca,Lib.V.cap.5. 

2.  There  are  two  different  readings  vf#£»»  and  wiri»f 
1  Mace.  xiv.  35«  for  which  Grotius  accounted  by  fup- 
poling  them  to  be  different  interpretations  of  an  abbre- 
viation iTn.  This  our  author  denies  ;  he  has  affigned  no 
reafon,buthe  probably  concludes  from  the  circumftancey 
that  this  mark  of  abbreviation  for  wifiy  or  w^^^iir  is  found 
in  no  manufcript  now  extant* 
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3.  The  readingSj,  which  arife  from  a  falfe  cot^cdure 
with  rcfpcGt  to  a  faded  fetter,  are  totally  diicfcnt  frooi 

thofe^ 
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ihQfe,  which  are  occafioped  by  wrongly  interpreting  an 
abbreviation.  Nor  is  Griefbach's  hypothefis  unfupported 
by  h&j  for  be  bas  produced  an  inftartce  from  Tertullian. 
3ee  bisHiftoria  tex(u$  epifiobrum  Paulinarum,  &B.  iit. 
$  6.  See  alfo  Semler'3  Appendin;  obrervationum,  printed 
at  tbe  end  of  hi$  edition  of  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p. 
587.  Mill  is  likewifeof  the  fame  opinion,  Prolcg,  626^ 
This  at  leaft  is  certain)  that  if  we  rejca  the  hypothefis, 
w^  have  no  method  of  accounting,  for  the  origin  of  fuch 
different  readings  as  ipx^fi,ti4^Md  «f  7«|oji^f>0»,  ftM/tti«v  and 

ofA^fr^my^  a^Xtfv  and  a|M(t(#X4I»,  MfA$np  and  upoX^yf rt >,  &c 
3m(  if  we  adini(  that  in  the  antient  MSS.  of  the  four  firft 
centuries  thefe  words  were  abbreviated,  a  difference  in 
the  mode  of  decypbering  ihem  affords  a  fimple  and  an 
eafy  folutioo. 
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4.  It  is  probable  not  only  that  this  reading  is  fpurions, 
but    likewife    the    former,    and  that  the   true   text  i$ 

Grieibacb  in  loco. 

5.  Publiflied  at  Copenhagen  in  177 J,  9^^ 
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6.  The  perfons enumerated  Matth.  xiii.  55.  are  James, 
Jofes,  Simon  and  Judas;  but  they  are  there  mentioned 
as  brethren  of  Chrift,  not  as  Tons  of  Alphcus,  nor  can 
Alphaeus  by  any  explanation  be  (hewn  to  have  been 
their  father  ;  for,  if  giiiXfo^  be  taken  in  its  proper  fenfe, 
they  were  the  fons  of  Jofeph  and  Mary :  if  in  its  moft 
extenfive  fenfe,  it  is  probable  that  James  and  Jofes  were 
the  fons  of  Cleopas  and  Mary,  the  fifter  of  the  mother 
of  Jefus,  Compare  Matth.  xiii.  55.  with  Match,  xxvii.  56, 
and  John  xix.  25.  That  Alphaeus  had  likewife  a  fon 
who  wa$  called  James,  affords  no  argument  that  they 
were  one  and  the  fame  perfon.  The  reafon  therefore 
afligned  by  our  author,  why  laxuCou  was  written  as  a  fcho* 
lion  to  Aivir,  is  without  foundation ;  and  the  true  reafon 
is,  that  Alpba^us  is  never  mentioned  in  the  New  Tefta- 

ment 
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nenc  but  as  ihe  father  of  James,  except  Mark  ti.  14.  the 
paflage  in  queftion.  The  proprietor  therefore  of  fome 
aocient  manurcript,  accuftomed  to  the  expreflion  l*n»So9 
TO  T«  AX^«i«,  concluded  that  Afvi>  rw  r«  AxpaiB^  which 
<KCurs  only  once,  was  a  falfe  reading,  and  ventured  to 
write  Iauc«S<»  in  the  margin,  as  a  critical  though  unwar- 
ranted conj  e8  ure. 

7*  The  common  printed  text  Mark  viii.  24.  is  BXfir« 
sMi  at9(mvnf,  wc  J<»Jf«  vt^iwctlmplat.     But  WetQein  and 

Mill  prefer  HXiwm  rvc  At^lp^^imc  di  »c  hviftt  of«  vtPtireilm* 

7«(>  and  this  reading  is  fupported  by  the  bed  authorities 
Now  that  the  latter  claufe  ^1  »c  hySfay  x.  t.  x.  was  ori'^ 
ginally  written  as  a  marginal  fchoiion  in  order  to  explain 
a  difficult  pallage,  as  our  author  fuppqfes,  is  improbable 
in  itfelf,  and  fupported  by  no  authority.  If  he  means 
only  that  A^  and  o^m,  which  make  the  difference  between 
the  common  text  aad  that  which  is  preferred  by  Wetftein 
and  Mill,  were  inlerted  with  that  view,  the  infertion  de- 
feats the  very  end  for  which  it  was  made,  as  the  con- 
ilrudlion  is  much  more  intelligible  without  them. 

8.  To  thefe  fcholia  may  be  added  another,  viz.  va(a- 
slw^oklwj  the  reading  of  tlie  Cod.  Qaromontanus. 
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9.  Griefbachj  who  has  rejefted  it^avB-an  w/»«f  from  the 
text  of  his  edition,  has  a  full  Hop  at  the  end  of  the  fourth 
verfe :  and  it  is  moie  reafonable  to  fuppofe  that  the 
fifth  verfe  commences  a  new  fentence,  than  that  xapiv 
is  governed  by  litonx*.  Cbryfoftom  likewife,  in  hi» 
remarks  on  this  paffage  in  his  fixteenth  Homily,  Vol.  X. 
p.  555.  cd.  Monifaucon,  refers  to  x^?^^  ^^  Jio/*«voi,  for  he 

10.  Theophylafcli  Commentarius  in  2  epift.  ad  Co- 
rinlhios,  cap.  viii.  4.  p.  384.  ed.  Lindfell,  Lond.  1638. 
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1 1.  Chryfoftom  makes  no  mention  of  an  ellipfis,  and 
ifihe  fcveral  parts  of  this  paifagc.  2  Corv  viii/4,  5.  on 

which 
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^hich  the  learned  father  has  commented  feparatefy,  be 
put  together,  they  form  the  following  text,  Mtret  woXXtf 

That  the  claufe  between  i k  t^c  ay*»C)  at  the  end  of  ver. 
4.  and  xx%  8  jcjeOw;  irATio-os/Afv,  at  the  beginning  of  ver.  5* 
was  not  intended  by  Chryfoftom  as  an  ellipfis,  appears 
from  his  very  filence  on  that  head,  and  that  he  really 
quoted  it  as  a  part  of  Su  Pdul's  text,  appears  from  the 
introducing  it  by  the  word  ^utn.  Now  this  is  the  claufe 
which  Theophylad  fays  is  Wanting,  a  term  which  is  at- 
teoded  with  fome  obfcurity,  but  Mill  has  certainly  mif- 
taken  the  reafoning  of  the  Greek  father,  in  faying,  *  in 
fupplementum  fententias  addi  debere  Ayxh^onr^m  nfxaf 
notat  Theophylafclus,*  for  Theophylaft  not  only  makes 
no  mention  of  anyJmpcrfeQion  in  the  fenfe,  but  applies 
the  term  Mifru  to  the  whole  claufe,  not  to  dt^aiij^xtrdxi 
nfAag  alone.  Whether  this  claufe,  which  Chryfoftom 
feems  to  have  found  in  his  copy  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles, 
but  which  was  wanting  in  that  ufcd  by  Theophyla6l,  and 
which  he  faid  (liould  be  fupplied,  be  genuine  or  not,  is 
another  inquiry. 
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12.  Our  author  here  ventures  a  conjeQure  againft 
the  unanimous  authority  of  the. Greek  manufcripts,  in 
all  of  which  without  exception  is  found  0  /uu  oixoxoyn. 
It  is  likewife  the  reading  in  the  quotations  of  all  the 
Greek  fathers;  it  is  in  both  Syriac  verfions,  as  well  as 
the  Arabic,  Coptic,  iEthiopic,  and  Armenian :  it  is 
likewife  more  fuitable  to  the  context,  as,  St.  John  hav- 
ing faid  in  the  preceding  verfe  0  ofAoXoyu  to*  Iii<r«v,  it  is 
natural  to  exped  that  the  antithefis  fliould  be  0  juti  ojuo* 
Aoyf»  Toy  UcHM.  It  is  true  that  in  the  Vulgate  and  feve* 
ral  other  Latin  tranflations  we  find  folvit  Jefum,  but 
that  there  ever  exifted  the  Greek  reading©  Aun  depends 
on  the  relation  of  Socrates  (Hift.  Ecclef.  Lib.  viii.  cap. 
311.)  Our  author  fays  very  properly  that  0  Avn  cannot 

be 
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be  a  fcboKon  explanatory  of  #  /kh  •/MoA^yfi^  buC  we  moft 
not  therefore  conclude  that  the  latter  is  a  fcholion  of  thef 
(brtnen  If  the  relation  of  Socrates  be  true,  it  is  pro* 
bable  that  •  xw  is  an  ancient  but  wilful  corruption,  made 
to  obtain  an  additional  text  againft  the  Cerimhians.  See 
Miir$  Note  to  this  paflage. 

13.  This  reading  is  quoted  by  neither  Mill,  Wetftein^ 
nor  Griefbach ;  it  is  probably  a  miftake  for  «/Miai  of«ivr< 
rp«f ay^ivtfy  the  reading  adopted  by  Wetftein. 

14.  Gric(bach  has  quoted  this  MS.  for  afarir  rfui^aiy^ 

15.  The  reading  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  MS.  or  Grief-^ 
bach*s  Codex  JO*  is  not  a  compt^tion  of  the  eommofl 
with  a  rarious  reading,  but  a  mere  inverfion  of  the  for^ 
iDer«  It  is  nothing  more  cban  •  /Mit«  r«r«  ^^fuJlMr^ofurvfy 
for  fMT«  TMXP  •  ^viawpcfntntm 

i6.  The  German  title  of  this  book  is,  Knittels  neue 
Critiken  iibcr  den  Spruch,  Drey  find  die  da  zeugen. 
Brunfwick  1785. 

paoe  29  r. 

17.  See  Note  2.  to  feft,  1. 

i8.  Noftra  vero  fententia,  quia  apud  Latinos,  ad  quo- 
rum codices  ilia  ledio  refida  eft,  Spiritus  eft  generis 
mafculini. 

Weiftein*s  Note  to  Mattb.  iii*  i6<r 
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19.  This  example  is  taken  from  the  CaffeltnanuTcripCy 
which  for  bpD^  Dan.  v.  25.  has  b^pn^  and,  which  is  ex« 
traordipary,  a  ftroke  is  drawn  acrofs  fl  as  a  token  that  it 
ought  to  be  erafed.  Here  our  author  with  great  reafon 
conje&ures,  that  the  ftroke  of  erafion  was  defigned  for 
the  Jod,  and  that  by  accident  a  wrong  letter  xirms  ex* 
punged,  in  the  fame  manner  as  the  word  Dele,  written 
in  the  margin  of  acorre£led  flieet,  gives  frequently  occa« 
fion  to  the  removal  of  a  diflPerent  letter,  or  word,  from 
that  which  the  corrector  intended. 

20.  Namely,  the  Syriac  text  expreffirs  not  •n  wfmm 
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warw  HfToXwf..  • xai  ayftv«o-fK|  but  Q^pcmy  v4(ri#» 

i»T«A«» «««  0TI  «yaEvii0'fif. 
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21.  See  Dr.  Semler's  Note  to  John  v.  4.  in  his  Pa- 
raphrafis  in  Evangeliuoi  Johannts. 

ai.  It  fureljr  Ires  within  th^  province  of  a  cotleftot  of 
various  readings  to  take  notite  of  fo  remarkable  a  paf- 
fa^e,  in  fo  remarkable  a  manafeript  as  the  Codex  Cao^ 
tabrigienfis :  and  not  only  the  Greek  text  of  this  paflage^ 
but  Kkewife  the  two  Latin  tranfiations  our  author  ha^ 
literally  copied  from  Wetftein*s  Greek  Teftament.  The 
Greek  text,  given  by  Mill  and  Grfefbach,  has  a  different 
orthography  in  fome  of  the  words,  for  inftance /^Mxpa  for 

lAUKfH,  nrrmp  for  iirrov* 

23.  In  Gale's  Opufcula  Mythologica,  p«  6^7^62^ 
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24*  See  Griefba6h*s  Note  to  Matth.  xx.  28. 

25.  Another  very  convincing  argumenc  that  this  pa(^ 
fage  was  written  originally  in  Greek  is,  that  it  exiited  in 
Greek  mnnufcripts  at  Alexandria  before  the  year  61 5, 
asNappears  from  a  margmal  note  rn  amanufcript  of  the 
Philoxenian  verfion^  formerly  in  the  pofleflion  of  Affe- 
mani.     See  A^ler's  Verfiones  Syriacas,  p.  90,  gt. 
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1.  Compare  Wetftein's  Prolegomena^  p.  22.  with 
Woidc's  Prdiice  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinusj  §  87^  88, 
and  Spohn's  Note  to  this  laft  paragraph, 

2.  Velthufen*s  Obfervations  on  various  fubje3s  were 
printed  in  London  17781  S""*. 

3.  The  reference  to  Wetftein's  Prolegomena  belongs 
rather  to  the  preceding  page. 

PAGE 
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4.  In  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol  VII.  p.  138.  our  author 
has  printed  a  letter  written  by  Woide,  dated  April  i8*\ 
17749  in  which  be  relates  that  the  Codex  Ephrem. 
I.  Tim.  iii.  169  hasOC,  where  the  ftroke  over  k  fliews 
it  to  have  been  meant  Tor  eC»  He  relates  alfo  in  the 
fame  letter,  that  ^ik  is  not  only  at  prefeni,  but  even  a 
prim&  manu,  the  reading  of  the  Codex  Claromontanus. 
In  defence  of  this  account  Woide  wrofe  another  letter  to 
the  editor  of  the  Kielifche  Beytfage,  dated  Sept.  i,  1776, 
which  is  printed  in  the  third  volume  of  that  work,  p. 
147-— 188.  with  two  French  letters,  dated  Bibliotheque 
du  Roi,  SepL  3'.  and  Sept«  24*^  17769  in  oppofition  to 
Woide. 

In  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  IX.  p.  143.  is  a  letter  which 
our  author  had  received  from  Dr.  Lefs,  dated  Paris, 
March  20*^.  1775,  in  which  he  fay^,  that  he  could  dif- 
cover  in  that  paliagp  of  the  Codex  Ephrem  only  frag- 
ments of  letters,  or  at  bed  detached  letters  in  the 
midft  of  chafms.  The  teftimony  of  Griefbach,  for  which 
our  author  refers  to  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  X.  may  be 
fecn  at  large  in  the  preface  to  the  fecond  volume  of 
Griefbach's  Greek  Teftament^  p,  9 — 11.  Withrefpeft 
to  the  various  authorities,  for  and  againft  the  different 
readings  1.  Tim.  iii.  16.  befide  the  notes  of  Mill,  Wet- 
ftein,  and  Griefbach,  which  laft  critic  has  arranged  the 
evidence  in  the  cleared  light,  may  he  confulted  Sir  I  faac 
Newton's  fecond  letter  to  Le  Clerc>  which  was  firft 
printed  in  London  in  1754,  from  an  authentic  copy  in 
the  Remonftrant's  library  in  Apifterdam,  and  more  cor- 
redly  by  Dr.  Horfley,  from  the  author's  own  manii* 
fcript,  in  his  edition  of  Newton's  Works,  Vol.  V.  p,  531 
— 540.  See  efpecialiy  Griefbach's  Symbols  Criticae, 
p.  iii — liv. 
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5.  The  Codex   Alexandrinus  is  not  the  only  manu« 
fcript  in  which  unfair  praQices  of  this  kind  have  been 

admitted. 
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admitted.  The  Cddex  Elphrem,  and  Oodex  Claromon- 
tanus,  have  fufFered  in  the  fame  manner.  See  Wctftein's 
and  Griefbach's  Notes  to  i  Tim.  iii.  i6.  Griefbach^s 
Symbola^  Crhiea&,  p.  xiv.  and  the  preface  to  the  fecond 
volume  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  p.  g,  lo. 
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6.  Tor  that  reafon  Griefbach  has  rejefted  then*  from 
the  text  of  his  edition. 

7.  MatihSi's  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament  wat 
publifhed  af  Riga,  in  l2  vols.  S''*.  between  the  years 
Y782  and  1788.  It  eontain^a  gfeat  variety  of  readings 
from  Grtek  mahCiicripts  preferved  in  Mofcow,  where 
the  leaf  rted  editor  wai  fbrtoerly  ProfeflTor. 
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8.  By  the  term  ^  ancient  edition/  which  without  ex- 
planation may  appeaf  obfcure,  our  author  underftands 
what  Seml^r  and  Griefbach  have  exprelfed  by  the  word 
recenfio.  This  fubje(£^  will  be  exaniined  at  l^arge  in 
the  chapter  relative  to  the  MSS.  of  the  Greek  Tefta^ 
irieht :  iii  Che  mean  time  mafy  be  confulted  Griefbach*s 
Preface  to  the  i'\  voU  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  p.  g. 
his  Symbolae  Criticae,  p.  cxvii — cxxii,  or  his  Hiftbria 
textus  epiftolarum  Paulinarum^  fed.  i.  $29. 
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9.  I«'orthat  reafon  Griefbach  has  removed  them  from 
the  end  of  the  i6'\  to  the  end  of  the  14*.  chapter, 

to.  Repetunt  hic  (fcit  Malach.  iii.  24  )  curtoG  qui- 
dam  Judaci  verfum  penultimum  confolacofium  pofl  ul- 
cimum  anathema  comminantem,  eodem  modo  ut  in 
Jefaia,  Lamehiationibus  Jeremiad,  et  Ecclefiafte. 

Biblia  Hebraica,  van  dier  Hooght^  Tom.  II.  pi.  j6o. 
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11.  See  Dr.  Semler's  treatife,  De  duplici  appendice 
Epiilofae  ad  Ffomanos,  Halae  1767^  4^. 

12.  Our  aut%oV  has  here  printed  a  letter  written  by 

K  k  Profcffor 
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Profeflbr  Birch^  relative  to  the  Codex  Vatictnus^  Inihe 
page,  to  which  he  particui^ly  refers,  an  inaccuracy  is 
corre&ed  relative  to  the  five  Vienna  manufcripts,  of 
which  ProFe(ror  Trefchow  had  faid  that  the  paflage  in 
queftion  was  wanting  at  the  end  of  the  i6*^.  chapter^ 
but  had  negleded  to  mention  that  it  was  placed  at  the 
end  of  the  14^^  Now  as  Birch  quotes  by  the  numbers 
57*  67,  689  69,  7a  according  to  the  prefent  notation 
in  the  Imperial  library^  and  Trefchow,  who  defcribes 
them  in  his  Tentamen,  p.  55 — 83.  quotes  the  num- 
bers afcribed  to  the  Imperial  mtnufcripts  by  Lambecius, 
vi^.  1.  34,  35»  36,  37.  it  might  be  doubted,  by  tbofe 
who  have  no  opportunity  of  comparing  the  two  cata- 
logues, whether  they  meant  the  fame  five  manufcripts. 
It  is  certain  however,  that  the  Cod.  Lambecii  i.  has  the 
paflage  at  the  end  .of  the  I4*\  chapter,  for  this  is  the 
manufcript  from  which  Alter  has  printed  his  Greek 
Teftament.  Sec  Vol.  11.  p.  132.  of  his  edition:  fee 
alfo  p.  758.  where  it  appears  that  the  Cod.  Lambecii. 
35^  has  it  in  the  fame  place.  And  as  Alter  has  likewiie 
collated  the  Codd.  36^  and  37.  and  has  noted  no  de- 
viation from  the  Codex  u  we  muft  conclude  the  fame 
alfo  of  thefe  manufcripts.  .   \ 

.     13.  Alfo  in  the  Armenian  verfion,  and  the  Arabic  of 
the  Polyglot. 

14.  Griefbach  fays,  ^Reliqua  ufque  ad  finem  epiftolae 
cuntta  diflecuit  Marcion.'  The  evidence  of  Marcion 
therefore,  with  refpe6l  to  the  pofition  of  the  paflage  in 
queftion,  is  of  no  importance. 

.  15.  I  hav^  left  this  fentence  as  it  (lands  in  the  Ger- 
man original,  but  it  is  neceflary  to  obferve,  that  of  tfaefe 
tout  manufcripts  quoted  by  Grie{bach,  the  three  laft  are 
'erroneoufly  interpreted  by  our  author.  For  Cantabri- 
gienfisyBafil  2.  and  Regius  54.  muft  be  read  Claro^mon- 
tanu^  a  ptitnS,  manii,  Sangermanenfis,  and  Regius  r886 
nunc  8^19.  In  the  lift  of  errata,  he  fays  the  whole  fen- 
tence Unu A  be  expunged ;  but  this  is  unneceffary,  as  it 
needs  only  the  pori'eQion  which  has  been  here  given* 
Griefbach  has  likeWife  quoted  the  Cod«  Harieianiis  5552. 

but 


kote;s  to/CMA^.  vi.  sect.  x.  gi§ 

but  adds  ^  in  margine  docet  t¥  roip  voXoMoip  avriy^AfoK  in 
fine  cap.  14.  haec  inveniri. 

16.  Griefbach)  on  whofe  critical  accuracy  we  may  in 
general  rely,  quotes  tht  Armenian  veriion  as  having  the 
paflage  likewife  at  the  end  of  the  i4^\  chapter. 

17.  This  is^abfolutely  dpnied  by  Macthai,  the  editor 
of  the  Codex  Boernerianus^  who  is  bed  able  to  fbrm^a 
judgement  on  this  fubjeQ.  He  allerts  that  both  the 
Latin  and  the  Greek  texts  are  written  by  the  lame  hand, 
and  with  the  fame  ink.  See  his  Preface  to  the  Codex 
Boernerianus,  p.  xv* 
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i8.  Our  author  fhould  have  added  a  fecundi  manu» 
CMT  ex  emendatione,  for  the  Claromontanus  a  primi  man4 
has  the  paifage  at  the  end  of  the  iS**^,  chapter. 

19.  With  this  difference,  that  the  I4*^  chapter  ends 
with  ii;  T»(  aiw^^j  the  l6^\'^  with  cic  ri^c  atw»f  rm  ai«v«ir* 
See  Woide's  Catalogue  of  the  various  readings  of  the  Co- 
dex Alex.  Rom.  xvi.  27.  But  this  is  not  the  only  ma- 
nufcript  in  which  the  paflage  is  found  at  the  end  of  both 
chapters :  Griefbach  difcovered  it  in  both  places  in  the 
Cod*  Cdlbertinus  2844,  and  alfo  in  the  Armenian 
verfion. 

ao.  See  Note  14. 

at .  See  Note  1 8. 

» 
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22.  Our  author's  (latement  would  have  been  more 
clear,  if  inftead  of  five^  he  had  made  only  four  divifions. 
1.  Of  fuch  authorities  as  have  the  paflage  at  the  end  of 
the  14*^.  chapter  only.  2.  At  the  end  of  the  i6^^  chap- 
ter only.  3.  At  the  end  of  both  chapters.  4«  At  the 
end  of  neither  chapter.  In  confequence  of  his  arrange* 
ment^  the  fame  evidence  is  produced  twice,  namely^ 
No.  3*  add  No.  5. 


xk2  SECT- 
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SECT.      XI, 

*  PACE  ^05. 

u  Ai^^aratQs  Criticus^  p.  48^.  td.  st*\ 

fA<^Z   306. 

'  .2.  The  German  litle  of  this  book  is,  Rnfuef's  JElejr^ 
trage  :^ur  Kritik  tiber  die  OfFenbahrung  Johannis,  pritit* 
cd  at  Brunfwick  in  1773,.  4*. 

FAGE    307. 

3.  Becaufe  ailiXiy^p  and  Xtyo/b^fvoif  had  immedralety 
preceded. 

4.  Wetfteirfs  y^\  rule,  Vol.  II,  p.  85^.  is,,  Inter duas 
i^ariantes  le£tiones,  ii  quae  eft  wfrnA^H  aut  pkuuor^  aui 
Graecancior,  alteri.  non  protiAus  prfieferenda  eft,  fed 
fx>ntra  fepius.  See  alfo  Grieft>a€h's  PreF.  to  the  i**,  voK 
of  bis  Greek  Teftament,  p.  14-  Note  (^), 

f  AGE  309. 

5^  Grieibach*qaotes  likewife  the  two  Perfian,  and  the 
4hree  Arabic  verfions. 

6,  See  Blanchini  EvaHgeliarium  quadruplex>  Part  IL 
p.  462. 

7*  Namely  Ephrem  a  primft  man^,  Cantabrigieiifis, 
Stephani  ir. 

PACE.  310. 

8.  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  abridge  this  paragraph, 
as  our  author's  remarks,  with  refpeS  to  Dr.  Semler, 
breathe  rather  a  fjpirit  of  perfonal  enmity,  tfaa^n  that  of 
cool  and  critical  enquiry.  1" bis  is  not  the  place  to  ex- 
amine Dr.  Semler's  principles  of  criticifm ;  it  is  fuStiein 
to  obferve,  that  they  are  held  in  high  efteem  by  the  beft 
judges,  riiough  his  conjectures,  like  thdfe  of  our  author, 
and  of  every  other  critic,  are  fbmedmes  ungrounded  : 
a  circumftance  at  which  no  one  ihould  be  furprifed,  as 
the  province  of  criticifm  is  confined  within  the  bounds 
of  probability,  and  can  feldom  or  never  extend  to  abfo- 
lute  certainty. 

-   •  9.  This 
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g.  This  general  ilatement  of  ihf  rule  given  by  pr. 
Griefbachj  betrays  either  great  inattention  in  our  author, 
or,  what  is  worfe,  want  of  candour.  For  that  learned 
and  accurate  critic  adds,  m  die  very  place  to  which  our 
author  refers,  '  Excipe  tamen  lediones  breviores,  «)  ex 
hoinoioteleuto  ortas,  aliafque  taiium  locorum,  in  quibus 
ad  omittenduoi  librarius  non  poterat  non  pronior  efle 
quam  ad  addendum,  |3)  e  difficultate  le£Uonis  plenioris 
enatas,  y)  ingeaio  ac  ftilo  fcriptoris  minus  coovenientes 
quam  pleniores.  This  laft  daufe  in  particular  muft 
refcue  Griefbach  from  the  charge,  which  our  author  has 
(aid  to  hifli*  BeGdes,  Grielbach  has  mentioned  four 
conditions,  which  ought  in  general  to  take  place  wbea 
(be  fiiort  reading  is  preferred  :  but  thefe  our  author 
paiTes  over  in  filence.  See  Griefbach^s  Preface  to  the 
1"  vol,  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  p.  14.  Note  (*).  Sec 
^Ito  Wetftein's  9*^.  rule,  p.  86a,  863.  of  the  a^  voU  of 
his  Greek  Teftament,  with  Dr.  Semler's  remarks  on  it^ 
p.  64.  of  bis  edition  of  Wetftenii  libelli  ad  ^riiin  atqu^ 
interpretationem  Novi  Teftamenti^ 

PAGE    31^. 

10.  Wetftein  relates  the  opinions  of  Mill  and  Bengel^ 
but  is  totally  filent  with  regard  to  his  own.  If  our  au-> 
thor  argues  from  Wetftein's  having  retained  the  com- 
mon reading,  the  inference  is  at  leaft  vague,  as  it  is 
well  known  that  Wetftein's  text  follows  in  general  the 
common  printed  text.  Among  the  manufcripts  which 
have  (V  Itgs^aXfifA  are  the  Alexandrinus,  Cantabrigienfis^ 
and  Bafilienfis  B,  VI.  21.  Grieftach  feems  to  prefer 
this  reading. 

11.  Ev  AVT0IC  a  prima  manu,  iv*  cvSIhs  ex  emend^^ 
tione. 

12.  This  inference,  which  appears  to  be  extremely 
irrational,  is  founded  on  the  very  fame  orinciple  which 
Dr.  Semler  often  applies  when  he  rejects  a  reading  as 
fpurious.  Our  author  therefore  can  have  no  reafon  to 
cenfiire  a  critic,  who  argues  on  the  fame  ground  witb 
himfelf^ 

K  k3  13.  Here 
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13.  Here  again  the  Cod  Cant  for  tgtp  has  XmfXm^m- 

€19  Tl»ff • 
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14.  Our  author  has  here  mentionoA  Bengel  and 
Wetftein,  as  if  they  were  the  only  critics  that  adopted 
the  above-mentioned  rule,  and  has  pafled  over  GrieF- 
bach  in  filence,  as  if  he  were  a  critic  of  inferior  order. 
But  Griefbach  fays  exprefsly,  Prcferatur  lefiioobfcurior, 
minus  emphatica^  durior.  Sec. 

Praefat.  ad  Nov.  TdL  Tom.  I.  p.  xiv. 

15.  The  fix  roanufcripts  quoted  by  Wetftem  for 
Ariftc,  are  the  Alexandrtnus,  Claromontanus  a  primi 
manu^  Augienfis,  Boernerianus^  and  Stephani  t,  to 
which  Griefbach  has  added  the  Sangermanenfis,  and 
four  others.  It  is  alfo  the  reading  of  the  Coptic,  the 
^thiopic,  the  Vulgate,  the  old  lulic,  and  of  fcven 
fathers. 

16.  Wetftein  relates  the  opinion  of  the  above>4nen<p 
tioned  critics,  but  all  that  can  be  referred,  with  refpeft 
to  his  own  fentiments,  is  that  th^  common  reading  is  at 
leaft  intelligible.  Dr.  Griefbach  and  Dr.  Harwood  are 
fo  decided  in  favour  of  Ao-iitf,  (hat  they  have  taken  i( 
jnto  the  text  of  their  editions. 
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1 7.  The  e^tei)^  pF  meaning  to  be  applied  to  tnrofxji 
mu(t  be  detern^ined  by  the  words  with  which  it  is  conr 
nefited.  It  is  true  that  the  numerous  converts  in  Jerii- 
falem,  on  the  day  of  Pentccoft,  might  be  all  incfudeil 
under  the  title  M^(^n  rm  If(orox«f*|Mr,  and  if  a  number 
of  Achaeans  had  been  converted  at  the  fame  time^  on 
fofl^  extraordinary  occafion,  they  flight  have  been 
termed  collefjtively,  »waf^n  mc  Avaiitc.  But  when  this 
title  i»  applied  to  an  individual  in  particular,  it  is  rea- 
fonable  to  fuppofe  ^bat  St.  Paul  intended  a  mark  qf 
diftin£ti6n  that  was  not  common  to  a  mul tirade. 

1 8.  The  propriety  of  our  author's  conclufion  (}cpd<l/^ 
pn  the  point  of  yiewt  frpny  which  the  fi^bjed  \s  examin* 
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ed.  It  is  true  that  no  man  would  defignedly  alteV  AWaec 
to  Ax»tet^^  Rom.  xvi.  5.  in  order  to  render  the  fenfe 
more  clear;  but  is  it  not  poffible  that  A;^atac  might 
have  been  written  for  Ao-Aac,  by  miftake?  As  the  ex- 
preffion  ctiragx,^  rtif  A;^«4«?  occurs  in  another  paffage,  a 
careiefs  tranfcriber,  having  copied  in  this  place  av^^x^, 
might  imagine  that  th;  A;^ai«c  immediately  followed, 
and  write  it  without  further  examination;  or,  as  both 
words  begin  and  end  with  the  fame  letter,  an  abbrevia* 
tion  might  have  given  rife  to  the  miftake,  or  it  might 
have  been  occafioned  by  fome  trivial  caufe,  which  we 
are  at  prefent  unable  to  aflign. 

19.  Our  author  here  contends  that  iu  r«  vftSlta  4/aAf4y 
is  the  genuine  reading,  A£is  xiii.  ^[J.  notwithflanding 
the  paflfage,  which  is  there  quoted,  is  taken  fromv  ^le 
fecond  Pfalm,  and  that  itiHipu,  the  common  printed 
reading,  proceeded  from  a  tranrpriber,  who  made  the 
alteration  in  order  to  remove  the  feeming  difficulty.  He 
obferves,  that  no  one  would  have  changed  iiijlip<a  to 
vfmluj  whereas  the  motive  for  changing  the  latter  to  the 
former  is  obvious.  He  explains  the  difficulty,  not  by  « 
fuppofing  that  the  firft  and  fecond  Pfalms  compofed 
Originally  only  one,  but  that  the  firft  Pfalm  was  origlu 
nally  a  kind  of  preface,  and  that  the  numbers  prefixed 
to  each  Pfalm  began  with  that  which  is  now  the  fecond^ 
In  fupport  pf  this  conje£lure  he  appeals  to  the  Caffel 
manufcript^  in  which  the  firft  Pfalm  is  written  as  a  pre- 
face, and  that,  which  is  noted  in  other  MSS.  ^  is 
marked  K.  Griefbach  has  taken  f»  tw  v^talca  ^xXfAia  into 
the  text  of  his  edition^  a«  being  fupported  by  the  beQ; 

.authority. 

20.  Our  author  fbould  have  mentioned  the  argu* 
ments,  if  any  exift,  by  which  xetl»  is  Ihewn  to  be  the 
genuine  reading,  in  addition  to  the  authorities  produced 
by  Wctftein,  Griefbach  rejcftsit  as  fpurious,  and  pre- 
fers the  common  reading  xai  t«,  which  has  likewife  this 
circumftance  in  its  favour,  that  KAITA  might  more 
eafily  give  rife  to  KATA,  efpecially  if  thei  was  ^a4cd^ 
than  the  latter  to  the  former. 

K  k^  21.  Extrads 
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^1.  Extrafb  are  here  given  from  TrefchowV  Tenta* 
men  defcripcionis  codicum  VindobonenfiufD,  publiQiei} 
ac  Copenhagen  in  17739  8^.  As  this  work  is  wriueo 
in  Latin^  a  tranflation  of  German  eiLtrads  frpip  it  is 
unneceffary, 
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ai.  They  wrote  ^  over  rtWOj  ^nd  converted  it  tp 

i 
HK^  0»  >n  which  manner  it  is  printed  in  the  Hebrew 
Bibles.  This  alteration  muft  have  been  made  in  a  very 
early  age,  for  Manafleh  is  found  not  only  in  the  Syriac^ 
Chalde^,  and  Arabic,  but  even  in  the  Greek  verfion. 
Jerom  reftored  the  original  reading,  yet  the  modern 
yerfions  have  in  general  Manafleh. 

'bj«  Here  is  an  eytra^  from  a  letter  which  Profeflbr 
Adler,  at  that  time  in  Rome,  had  written  to  our  au- 
thor, relative  to  a  Syriac  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels^ 
which  not  only  differs  both  from  the  Peihito  and  ibe 
Philoxenian  verfion,  but  is  written  even  in  a  different 
dialed,  and  with  charafters  different  from  the  common 
Syriac.  This  remarkable  and  important  MS.,  which 
contains  what  critics  call  at  prefent  the  Verfio  Hierofo- 
lymitana,  will  be  defcribed  in  the  12*^  fe3ion  of  the 
following  chapter,  fiefide  this  and  the  Armenian  Tcr- 
fion,  which  our  author  quotes  for  the  reading  Un¥  Pd'^ 
(aCC«>,  Grie(bach  found  it  in  the  Codex  Reucblini,  and 
the  Codex  Marihi  24,  in  the  Bodleian  library.  Pro- 
feffor  Birch  likewife  difcovered  it  in  a  Vatican  MS.  w.  it- 
ten  in  949,  with  uncial  letters^  and  noted  in  the  Vatican 
library.  No.  354.  in  which  is  a  marginal  note  to  Matth. 
xxvii.  16.  written  by  Anaftafius^  bifliop  of  Antioch, 
,who  relates,  that  in  the  mod  ancient  MSS*  the  paflage 

was  as  follows.     TtifOt  S'iXilt  avQ  rm  iii»  ^-xoXua-m  vfMp^  jj^ 

To»  fiatixiSoLy,  9|  j^  To»  Xiyofxao9  XN*  Adler's  biblifch- 
critifche  Reife,  p.  122.  See  alto  Birch' s  Note  to  this 
paffage,  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  where 
he  has  quoted  four  other  Vatican,  and  feveral  more 
'MSS.,  in  which  the  fame  fcholic;^  is  found* 
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24.  See  Note  17.  to  chap,  II.  fe£|.  12. 

PAGE  316. 

2  j.  I  have  here  taken  the  liberty  to  omit  a  long  and 
tedious  note^  in  which  our  author  coijibats  the  opinion 
of  Le  Clcrc  and  Wetftcin,  relative  to  the  ftory  of  the 
adultrefs,  becaufe  it  is  impoflible  to  form  an  adequate 
judgment  in  any  controverfy  from  (ingle  paif^ges,  or 
fragments  of  arguments,  detached  from  the  general  con- 
nexion. The  mod  complete  information  may  be  had 
in  Griefbach's  Note  to  John  vii.  53. 

a6.  The  Cod.  CantabrigienGs,  Stephanifii  and  Guel- 
pherbytanus  A9  with  two  others  of  later  date ;  a}fo  in 
the  Coptic,  ^thiopicy  and  Perfian  of  the  Polyglot. 
Griefbach  has  adopted  this  reading. 

27.  The  CantabrigienHs  and  Cyprius;  but  it  is  the 
reading  of  the  Coptic,  iEthiopic,  the  PerfiaB,  the  old 
Italic,  the  Vulgate,  the  Saxon,  and  feveral  of  the  fathers- 
of  the  four  firft  centurie^k  Griefbach  has  reftored  it  in 
the  text  of  his  edition. 

26.  3Cf  iroy  is  the  reading  of  the  common  primed  i^xt, 
and  is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  feveral  ancient  vcr- 
fions,  3fo»  that  of  the  Cod.  Alexandrinus,  xu^ioi  that  of 
the  Codex  Ephrem.  Wetftein  and  Griefbach  prefer 
xwfioi^,  and  apparently  with  reafon  ;  for  it  is  not  only  in* 
finitely  more  intelligible  than  ;^ftrT9F,  which  atone  indeed 
would  be  no  argument,  but  might  equally  give  rife  to 
the  other  two  readings. 
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29.  For  fwjjir,^  James  v.  15.  is  written  iir(««'cv;^fi.in  three 
manufcripts,  becaufe  tvp^n  occurs  only  in  two  other  ex- 
amples of  the  whole  Greek  Teflament,  whereas  -m^ovMnyfl 
is  ufed  in  nearly  forty  inftances. 
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30.  This  laft  inierpolactoo,  as  quoied  by  our  author, 
is  in  the  Cod.  Cam.  alone,  but  three  other  manufcripts 
have  a  fimilar  interpolation. 

SECT.      XII. 
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1.  Efpecially  by  TertulHan  and  Epiphanius.  Marcion 
on  the  other  hand  accufed  TertulHan  of  the  fame  prac- 
tices. Ego  meum  (fcil.  evangelium)  dico  verum,  Mar- 
cion fiium.  Ego  Marcionis  affirmo  adulteratum.  Mar- 
cion  meum. 

TertuUianus  adv.  Marcionem,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  4. 

PAGE  320. 
a.  See  Note  lo.  to  Chap.  II.  fcGL  7. 
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3.  See  Note  24.  to  Chap.  IV.  fed.  5. 

4.  Vid.  Hieronymi  Opera,  Tom.  IV.  P.  i.  p.  39a.  cd. 
Martianay.  Tertullian  alfo  (adv.  Marcionem,  Lib.  V. 
(c.  i8.)  quotes  Ephef.  v.  31.  without  this  claufe. 

PAGE  3$a. 
f.  See  Note  28.  to  the  preceding  fediom. 
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6.  Ambrofius  de  fide,  Lib.  V.  cap.  16.  Tom.  II.  p, 
^86.  ed  Benedid. 

PAGE  j%6. 

7.  Epiphanius,  in  mentioning  a  paffage  in  St.  Luke*s 
Gofpel,  in  which  it  was  faid,  that  Jefus  wept,  has  the  fol- 
lowing remarkj  Axaji  x«m  ^  ExX»vr<*  Ki$T§u  i»  tm  im(|«  Aim«» 

(Ancorat^ 
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Ancorat.  cap.  31.  Tom.  II.  p.  36.  cd.  Petavii).  The 
pafT^ge  which  he. means  is. Luke  xxii.  43,  44.  which  is 
omitted  in  the  Cod;  Alexandrinus,  and,  as  appears  from 
Birch's  edition,  alfo  in  the  Cod.  Vaticanus. 

8.  The  fpurioufnefs  of  i  John  v.  7.  has  been  (hewn 
by  Sir  Ifaac  Newton,  in  a  letter  to  Le  ClerCj  firft  pub- 
lilhed  in  London  in  1754,  and  more  corrcftly  by  Dr. 
Horfley  in  1785,  from  the  author's  original  copy.  See 
bis  edition  of  Newton's  Works,  Vol.  V.  p.  495 — 531. 
This  letter  is  lefs  known  than  it  deferves,  as  the  immor- 
tal author  has  difplayed  in  it  as  much  critical  know-ledge, 
as  penetration  in  his  mathematical  inquiries.  See  alfo 
Porfon's  Letters  to  Travis,  publilhed  in  1790,  The 
queftion  has  been  likcwife  examined,  and  with  great  im- 
partiality, by  Bengel  in  his  Apparatus  Criticus,  p.  458--^ 
432.  3*.  ed^ 
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9*  Our  author,  by  fome  extraordinary  accident,  has 
entirely  perverted  this  rule  of  Wetftein,  and  applied  to 
the  orthodox  Wetttein's  explanation  of  the  heterodox 
reading.     To  prevent  confufion  therefore  it  is  neceflary 
to  quote  the  rule  at  full  length.     Inter  duas  variantes 
le6iiones  ea,  qu«  magis  orthodox-a  videtur,  non  eft  pro- 
tinus  alteri  prseferenda.     Ledionem  minus  orthodoxam 
voco  illam,  qui  dogma  aliquod  inter  Chriftianos  contro- 
verfum  in  illis,  in  quibus  degit  leQor,  partibus  vulgo^rer 
ceptum  confirmari  exiftiiiiatur.     Ledionem  minus  or- 
thodo^am   intelligo  non  manifefte  erroneam  quidem  il- 
lam et  haereticam  (quis  enim  talcm  probaret  ?)  fed  quae 
neutri  parti  favet,  et  fenfum  fundii,  qui  et  reliquis  fcrip- 
^urse  locis  congruens  eft,  et  ah  omnibus  Chriftianis  ad- 
^ittitur.     Quin  in  dubii  re  hanc  le£lionem  illi  prsefe-* 
l-endam  effe  judico.     To  the  rule  thus  ftated  no  critic 
vill  refufe  to  fubfcribe.     See  Dr.   Semler's  remarks  in 
bis  edition  of  Wetftenii  libelli  ad  f:rifin  atque  interpret- 
Monem  N.  T.  p.  7$-^78, 
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10.  This  GOQclufion  would  prefuppofe  that  the  paffige 
was  genuine,  but  the  preTcnt  queftion  relates  to  the  deci^ 
fion  of  doubtful  readings. 

11.  Our  author  in  the  wh6leof  this  laH;  paragraph  has 
not  argued  with  his  ufual  precifioa  It  is  true  that  if  a 
reading  undoubtedly  genuine,  in  a  work  afcribed  to  feme 
particular  author,  contradifts  the  tenets  which  he  delivers 
in  writings  of  undoubted  authority,  it  affords  at  leaft  a 
prefumption  that  the  work  in  queftion  is  falfely  afcribed 
to  him.  But  this  has  no  reference  to  the  prefent  inquiry, 
which  relates  merely  to  the  choice  of  difputed  readings 
in  the  fame  paiTage.  The  ftatement  therefore  fliould  be 
made  in  the  following  manner.  Let  us  fuppofe  that 
one  fet  pf  manufcripts  has  a  reading  in  one  of  St  Paul's 
epiftles,  which  is  confonant  to  the  general  dodrine  ^- 
livered  by  the  Apoftle  in  his  other  epiftles,  and  that 
another  fet  of  manufcripts  has  in  the  fame  paifage  a 
different  reading,  and  repugnant  to  his  g^ner^  do&rine  : 
in  this  cafe  we  muft  conclude  that  the  reading  contained 
in  the  latter  fet  is  fpurious.  This  is  probably  Wetfteio's 
meaning,  when  he  fays,  Leflioneqn  qianifefte  erroneam 
et  hereMcarn  quis  probftret  ?  To  our  aut^l^or's  obje£tion, 
that  the  rule  cannot  be  applied  in  arguing  with  a  Deifi, 
heeaufe  it  implies  divine  infpiration,  we  may  replyi 
that  the  rule  as  here  ftated  is  equally  applicable  to  the 
manufcripts  of  Ariftotle  and  Plato. 

SECT.       XIII. 
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'  « 

1.  Our  author  has  here  printed  a  letter  written  by 
Profeffor  Birch,  during  his  ftay  in  Rome,  relative  to  the 
Codex  Vaticanus.  Varipus  readings  of  thi$  celebra^ecji 
manufcript  are  there  given,  which  were  before  unknowPi 
all  of  which  may  be  feen  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  the  title  of  which  is  quoted  above,'  fe£l.  viii. 
Note  ig. 

Our 


1IOTSS  TO   CH APr   VU    StOT.   XtU:  $1$ 

2-  Our  author's  explanation-  of  titafmrn  is  attended 
with  many  difficulties.  The  words  of  Suidas  are  ir»- 
MT«iy  c#«y«#70i-*  it^i  firA(arof>  ivixaiT«id«roc.  Now  if  this 
paflage  be  genuine,  the  word  in  queftion  has  a  diffisrcnt 
fenfe  in  the  plural  from  chat  which  it  has  in  the  finguUr, 
and  our  author  is  miftaken  in  faying  that  twafarog  is  fy- 
honymous  to  i7r«y«ya^.  But  Kiifter,  in  his  Note,  very 
juftry  fufpeSs  that  twayttyot  is  here  fpurious.  With  rc- 
tpe£t  to  our  author's  derivation  of  iwafarot  from  fr«(*c» 
it  is  contrary  to  the  analogy  of  the  Greek  language;  for 
this  word  ought  to  be  written  iHFotfa^f  with  an  Iota  fub- 
fcriptura,  being  the  part,  aor,  i.  of  iir»if»,  and  it  is  well 
known  that  ^«fptT«c  comes  immediately  and  regularly 
from  twa^aofAakf  imprecor. 
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3.  Griefbach  quotes  likewife  the  Codex  Colbertinus 
2844,  or  Wecftein's  Codex  17,  in  thefecond  part  of  his 
Greek  Teftaraent. 

4.  But  as  our  author  himfelf  acknowledges  that  no 
reading,  fupported  by  the  authority  of  a  fingle  manu- 
fcript  only,  is  entitled  to  the  preference,  unlefs  it  has 
very  ftrong  internal  marks  of  authenticity,  it  does  not 
appear  that  we  are  warranted  to'pronounce  nAu  genuine, 
as  it  correfponds  neither  to  the  Hebrew  nor  the  Slyriac 
orthography.  It  is  true  that  nXa  approaches  nearer  than 
iX»»  to  the  Hebrew  ♦Vif ;  but  as  there  is  no  fuch  word 
in  Hebrew  as  ^a6*x^ftifi,  and  the  whole  exclamation  is 
$yriac  (or  which  is  nearly  the  fame  thing,  Chaldee,  the 
n^ode  of  pointing  conilituting  the  chief  difference  be- 
tween the  two  dialeSs),  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofe  that 
the  Syriac  word  iXm  is  the  genuine  reading. 
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j;.  For  Bii^«0«i  no  other  manufcript  has  been  quoted 
than  the  Codex  Scepbani  n ;  but  Griefbach^  who  collated 
thi^  manuftript  anew,  found  in  it  BDt^*t«,  for  which 
Wetftdn  had  quoted  only  the  Codex  Colbertinus  5iS44. 
It  is  poffible  therefore  that  the  reading,  which  our  author 
defcribes  as  very  ancient,  does  not  exift. 

6.  Gri- 


5^6  NOTES  to   CHAP.   YU   SECT.   Xllf. 

6.  Griefbacb  rejeQs,  iytpm  on  the  authority  of  the 
very  beft  manurcripts. 

7.  See  Griefbach^s  HiAoria  textus  efMftolanim  Paoli* 
narum,  Sed.  t*  §  /• 
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8.  To  prevent  miftakes,  it  is  neceflary  to  obfervethat 
N^  14.  was  not  affigned  to  this  manufcript  in  the  Bod- 
leian  library^  but  it  was  thus  noted  by  its  former  pro- 
prietor.    It  is  Grieibach's  Codex  118. 
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9.  See  Griefbach*s  Note  to  Ads  xx.  28. 

10.  To  which  may  be  added  vXtwif^mt. 

11.  See  Bengel's  Introdudion  in  crifin  Novi  Tefta- 
menti,  }  21. 

12.  Alfo  in  the  i£thiopic« 

PAGE  336. 

13.  The  example,  which  is  l^ere  explained,  has  been 
already  given  in  the  preceding  page  of  this  Introdudion. 

^GE  339. 

14.  Deut.  xxix.  18. 

15.  This  admirable  chapter  has/been  written  by  our 
author  with  the  coolnefs  and  impartiality  of  a  profoundly 
learned  critic,  without  the  lead  regard  to  any  party 
whatfoever.  In  fubjefts  purely  theological,  he  has  at  all 
times  abided  by  the  eftabliOied  do£trine  of  the  Lutheran 
Church,  of  which  he  was  a  member ;  but  in  points  of 
fimple  criticifm,  he  inveftigates  the  truth  with  all  the 
aid  of  learning,  indifferent  as  to  the  event,  and  wholly 
unconcerned  whether  the  conclufions,  that  may  be  drawn 
from  his  inquiries,  are  favourable  to  his  own  fyfteoi,  or 
to  that  of  his  opponents.  The  at(f  ntion  which  has  been 
paid  to  apparent  trifles,  both  in  the  text  itfelf,  and  the 
notes  of  the  tranflator,  may  frequently  appear  fuperflu- 
ou$;  but  let  no  one  forget  that  accuracy  and  impartiality 
are  the  two  great  virtues  of  a  critic^  and  that  oi>je£ls  of 

no 
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no  importance  in  themfelves  lead  not  feldom  to  confe- 
quences  of  the  greateft  moment.  Laftly,  we  may  derive 
this  ufeful  leflbn  from  the  foregoing  chapter,  that  charity 
and  moderation  toward  thofe,  whofe  fentiments  are  dif- 
ferent from  our  own,  are  the  greateft  ornaments  of  thofe 
who  bear  the  name  of  Chriftian.  Scriptura  facra  non 
data  eft  hominibus  praefenim  Chrifiianis,  ut  fe  invicem 
perpetuis  difputationibus  ex  ei  refellerent  ac  damnarent : 
paci  deftinatum  opus  hoc  eft,  etmutuam  caritatem  atque 
tolerantiam  ubique  fpirat  atque  inculcat.  Variationes 
illas  in  tenuiflimis  plerumque  apicibus  conliftunt,  ut  vel 

legatur  OC  vet  eC>  KC  vel  XC>  ut  articulus  item  vel 
apponatur  vel  omittatur.^  Quis  enim  fanse  mentis  credat 
fapientiffimam  atque  benigniflimam  JDei  providentiam 
ab  iftis  apicibus,  qui  aciem  oculorum  fugiunt,  res  tanti 
moment!  asternam  nimirum  falutem,  vel  perniciem  ho- 
roimrm  fufpendere  voluifle? 

'  Wetftenii  Nov.  Teft.  Tom.  IL  p.  864. 
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